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Current Topics. 


The House of Lords, Legislative and Judicial. 


AN INTERESTING discussion took place in the House of Lords 
on Tuesday as to the propriety of the House, when sitting for 
judicial business, being asked to facilitate legislation by allowing 
a Bill to be introduced and read a first time. The Bill in question 
was the Unemployment Insurance Act (1920) Amendment Bill, 
which the Government desired to pass quickly in order that there 
might be no gap in the payment of unemployment benefit. On 
Monday, said Lord HaLpanz, when the House was sitting for 
judicial business, a message came from the Government that 
they proposed to attend and move the first reading, but the 
Government’s messenger got no encouragement, and the judicial 
business went on undisturbed. Lord HaLpaNne admitted that 
this course had been adopted before, and there was difference of 
opinion whether it had been done seldom or frequently. The 
Lorp CHANCELLOR said that, according to his information, it had 
been done “ upon many occasions, with proper explanations 
and without any question being raised on either side of the House.”’ 
But Lord HaLpANE said that, whether it had been done twe or 
three times or twenty times, it had been done carelessly and very 
wrongly. Lord BucKMASTER was not so strict, and he thought 
that as a matter of urgency, a judicial sitting might be turned 
into a legislative sitting for the introduction of a Bill, provided 
proper notice was given beforehand, so that other Lords could 
attend and then leave before the judicial business was taken or 
resumed. In the case in question, the urgency was met by sus- 
pending the Standing Orders, so that the Bill was brought trom 
the Commons, read a first time and ordered to be printed, and 
the second reading was taken later at the same sitting. In 
fact, of course, a first reading is usually merely formal, since the 
Bill (if originating in the House) is not in print. Take, for instance, 
the case of the Law of Property Bill, which was read a first time 
over a fortnight ago, but is still unobtainable. There may, 
however, be such objection to the scheme of a Bill as to lead the 
House to refuse it a first reading even without knowledge of its 
actual contents. 
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The Future of the Final Appeal Court. 

THEORETICALLY, INDEED, there is no objection to the course 
which was proposed in respect to the Unemployment Insurance 
Bill. The House of Lords is the same body, whether sitting for 
legislative or judicial business, and the fiction is kept up by the 
language of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876. Every appeal 
is to be brought by way of petition to the House of Lords, praying 
that the matter of the judgment appealed against may be reviewed 
before His Majesty the King in his Court of Parliament. And 
since on strict theory the House could not sit for judicial business 
during a prorogation or dissolution of Parliament, the same Act 
provides for both these events. But this is little more than 
fiction. No lay peer can now take part in a judicial sitting—the 
last occasion when this was done was in Bradlaugh’s Case (1883, 
8 App. Cas. 354) and then it was a mere eccentricity—and, per- 
haps, such participation is excluded by s. 5 of the Act of 1876, 
which directs how the House is to be constituted for judicial 
business ; at any rate, it would not now be permitted ; See per 
Lord AsHpourNe in re Lord Kinross (1905, A.C. 473). In 
substance and in practice the House of Lords sitting for judicial 
business is a Court of Law, and it is merely the habit of clinging 
to ancient forms which has prevented the final tribunal of appeal 
from being reconstituted so as to be independent of the House of 
Lords. In the recent King’s Speech the hope was expressed 
that proposals for the reform of the Second Chamber, not the 
“ House of Lords ”—a somewhat singular change of description 
might be submitted during the present session. The position 
and constitution of the final tribunal will then have to be 


considered. 


Martial Law and Capital Punishment. 

ACCORDING TO a reply given in the House of Commons on 
Tuesday by the Attorney-General for Ireland, the exercise of 
the prerogative of mercy in Ireland rests normally with the Lord- 
Lieutenant, who gives his decision after consultation with such 
of his advisers as he thinks fit to consult, and this is the position 
as regards persons convicted by military as well as civil courts, 
except in the martial law area where the military authority is 
necessarily paramount. But it would, we imagine, be a mistake 
to suppose that the military authority in the martial law area, 
though technically paramount, is really the ultimate authority 
as to the infliction of the capital penalty, and since this is more 
a matter for statesmanship than for military decision, it would 
be improper that he should be such ultimate authority. At the 
present time the historical parallel of the events preceding and 
accompanying the rebellion of 1798 is the best guide to what 
ought to be avoided, in the way both of military excesses and 
sanguinary punishment; and in 1798, in order to put a restraint 
on the courts-martial in Wexford, no sentence was allowed to be 
carried into effect before the evidence had been transmitted to 
Dublin for the inspection of the Government (Lecky’s History 
of Ireland, V, 21). It is to be presumed that a similar procedure 
prevails now, and that all capital sentences are in fact sanctioned 
by the Government. This places on the Government, and not 
the military authority, the responsibility of deciding whether 
capital punishment under existing circumstances is in accordance 
with principles of humanity, and is likely to restore order in Ireland 
and assuage the bitter hostility so prevalent against the British 
Government. The same considerations shew that, in substance, 
there is no ground for the extension of martial law in Allen’s case 
on which we comment elsewhere. The military authority is the 
agent of the Executive, and no conflict could arise in practice 
between the military authority and the Courts. The Courts 
judge according to law. To place the military authority in the 
position of creating crimes and punishing them may be proper 
in the case of war with a foreign State, but it is doubtful 
whether it is proper in the case of internal disorder which leaves 
the Courts in the free discharge of their functions. 

The Legality of Whist Drives. 

Ir caNNoT be said that the decision of the Divisional Court on 

a case stated in R. v. Hendrick (Times, 1st inst.), carries much 





further the questio verata as to whether whist is a game of 
skill or a game of chance. The law as the result of a number of 
statutes, culminating in s. 4 of the Gaming Act, 1854, seems to be 
as follows: All games are of three kinds in contemplation of law. 
In the first place, there are illegal games, i.e., games forbidden 
absolutely by a statute wherever played, whether for a stake or 
not ; these are hazard, poker, roulette, faro, chemin-de-fer, and 
one or two less well-known games. To play one of these games 
is always a statutory misdemeanour. Next come unlawful 
games, 7.e., games which it is unlawful to play for a stake on 
premises kept open for that purpose. These include all games of 
chance, including games of mixed chance and skill; the mere 
fact that skill is the predominating element in the game is not a 
good defence, where the game is played on “ unlawful premises,” 
i.e., in a place kept or used for the purpose of playing such games. 
Lastly, we have ordinary games of chance, which are lawful if 
played in an ordinary house or club without a stake, but become, 
unlawful when played for a stake. The question has long been 
mooted whether whist is a game of chance or a game of skill ; 
if the former, then no one is at liberty to play it for a stake. 
Now in R. v. Hendrick (supra), the Chairman of Surrey 
Quarter Sessions had stated the law, practically in the above 
terms, to the jury, but had told them that on the facts they 
must return a verdict of guilty. The facts were that the defen- 
dant used premises for the purpose of holding progressive whist 
drives, charging an entrance fee and offering prizes out of the 
receipts. As the Court pointed out, these facts were not disputed 
and constituted sufficient evidence to justify a conviction, since 
no one suggests that whist is wholly a game of skill. But the 
Chairman, although his summing up stated the law correctly, 
went wrong in telling the jury that they must on the facts find 
a verdict of guilty ; it is for the jury to decide whether or not 
they believe the evidence and what inferences they will draw 
from it. Therefore the Court quashed the conviction, but left 
open the larger question how far a game of whist, played for a 
stake in one’s own private house, is or is not an “ unlawful 


9 
game. 


Patentable Changes in Known Articles. 


THE RECENTLY reported case in the House of Lords of Bonnard 
v. London General Omnibus Co. (38 R.P.C. 1) is interesting to 
laymen as well as to lawyers. In October, 1912, a patent 
(No. 24757 of 1912) was granted to Percy Hawkswortu for 
‘‘ Improvements in or relating to safety devices or lifeguards for 
motor vehicles.’ The patentee claimed a guard consisting of 4 
slat frame approximately parallel with the side of a motor 
vehicle with its rear edge overlapping the rear wheels at a slight 
inclination. This form of guard came into general and increasing 
use on motor omnibuses. The patent, in January, 1919, became 
vested in Gustave R. Bonnar. On the 22nd of March, 1918, an 
action was commenced for infringement of the patent against 
the London General Omnibus Company. The defendants 
disputed the validity of the patent on several grounds, one being 
want of subject-matter, and this was the only question fought out 
at the trial and on the appeals, as the defendants had undoubtedly 
infringed the patent, if valid, the patented device being very 
largely used on their motor omnibuses. Sarcant, J., who tried 
the case, held that there was no subject-matter for the patent, 
and dismissed the action. The Court of Appeal overruled 
Sarcant, J. They held that there was sufficient subject-matter 
to support the patent, and granted an injunction against 
infringement. The London General Omnibus Company appealed 
to the House of Lords, who allowed the appeal, with costs, and 
restored the judgment of Sarcant, J. We consider that the 
decision that there was no subject-matter sufficient to support 
the patent was, in the circumstances, manifestly right. The idea 
of placing a slatted or other guard along the sides of a motor 
omnibus with the rear end slightly inclined so as to overlap the 
rear wheels was a good one in the interests of pedestrians, a8 
shown by its very general adoption. But it appears that slatted 
guards were, before the date of the patent, in use on the sides of 
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tramcars, and that some of these guards had the front ends 
inclined so as to overlap the front wheels of the car. Therefore, 
given the idea, the patentee’s invention, if any in reality, was 
either taking a slatted side guard and making it with a slight 
inclination so as to overlap the rear wheels, or making a slatted 
side guard with an inclined end on the rear similar to the inclined 
end which had previously been used at the front on tramcars. 
In neither case was there any constructional difficulty, and 
therefore obviously neither could be a patentable invention. 


The Decision of Questions of Law. 


AN INCIDENT IN the case worthy of a brief notice is this. It 
appears that shortly before the date of the patent the London 
General Omnibus Company were inviting suggestions for devices 
for their "buses which would ward people off and prevent 
accidents, and that in consequence thereof HAWKsworTH sent 
them a model practically identical with the device which they 
subsequently generally adopted, and as it also appears, without 
making him any recognition. This seems to have had some 
effect on the minds of some of the judges who dealt with the case ; 
but in the House of Lords Viscount Fintay put the matter on 
a proper footing. He said “ The question of whether the company 
acted quite fairly to the patentee or appropriated his device 
without acknowledgment is not really relevant to what is a mere 
question of law, and that is this, whether there is subject-matter 
to support this patent. A question of law must be answered on 
the merits and according to the law. The answer cannot vary 
according to the conduct of the parties between whom an issue of 
law is raised.” 


Injunctions in aid of Matrimony. 


Ar Common Law, as everyone knows, the Ecclesiastical 
Courts enforced not only the cohabitation of married persons, 
but even the performance of a promise to marry, by means of 
mandatory orders enforceable by imprisonment for contempt 
if disobeyed. The latter form of mandatory injunction, if so 
it can be called, became obsolete at the Reformation, but the 
Divorce Court enforced a decree of restitution of conjugal 
rights by the sanction of imprisonment until a statute abolished 
that remedy in 1886. An ingenious attempt to obtain a remedy 
very like this by a sidewind, however, was made in Wilmott v. 
Wilmott (reported elsewhere), which came before Mr. Justice Hitt 
in the Probate, Divorce and Admiralty Division. Here a husband 
and wife were estranged ; the husband refused to live with the 
wife, alleging drunken habits on her part, which she denied, and 
threatened to turn her out of the matrimonial home. He offered 
her as alimony a sum exceeding by a small amount one-half 
his total income as admitted in his own figures, and her own 
mother and sister had agreed to furnish her with accommoda- 
tion; this was stated in the affidavit and not denied. The wife 
brought an action for the restitution of conjugal rights and, 
while an application for the settlement of alimony pendente lite 
was awaiting hearing, moved for an injunction to restrain the 
husband from ejecting her from the matrimonial home. The 
court refused the injunction, not on the ground that such an 
injunction is never available for a wife threatened with ejection 
from the home, but merely on the ground of convenience in all the 
circumstances of the case. The wife’s right to reside in the home, 
we fancy, cannot be put higher than that marriage confers on her 
an irrevocable licence so to reside; but such a licence is at best 
a contract, not a right of property—and surely is the kind of 
contract which is not enforceable by specific performance. 


The Validity of Hypnotic Confessions. 

IN A RECENT criminal trial on circuit a novel experiment in the 
law of evidence appears to have been essayed. A medical witness 
was called who had examined the accused in prison with a view 
to ascertaining his condition of health; he had hypnotised the 
prisoner and obtained from him, while in that state, a detailed 

















press has been confined to its desirability. But grave doubts 
surely exist as to its admissibility. It is not easy to see on what 
ground a statement by the prisoner, whether fully conscious or 
in a trance, is admissible except as a “ confession.” But such a 
confession must be “free and voluntary”: R. v. Thompson 
(1893, 2 Q.B. 12). ‘ The exertion of improper influence ” is a 
bar to the reception in evidence of a confession thereby obtained. 
And it is difficult to see how a statement extracted by questions 
put to an accused person who has been hypnotised is either 
“free” or “ voluntary.” But apart from technicalities, there 
is a very grave objection to such methods on the grounds of 
justice. For a statement made in a trance is very possibly not 
the emanation of the prisoner’s mind at all. Such a person is a 
“medium” readily responding to external suggestions, A state- 
ment made by him may have three sources of origin which are not 
in any sense his own volition. In the first place, a belief in his 
guilt may exist in the controlling mind, that of the questioner, 
who is probably conversant with the police theory of the crime ; 
the subject mind will instinctively repeat this theory, derived 
sub-consciously from the dominant mind itself. Again, the 
hypnotic subject may be influenced by the minds of police and 
others with whom he is in contact, and repeat their beliefs, not 
his own knowledge of the facts. Lastly, he may have reflected 
on the charge made by the prosecution, or the opening speech of 
the counsel for the Crown in the police-court, until that story has 
taken possession of his subliminal mind, and comes out in the 
hypnotic state. It is quite obvious, then, that the results of such 
an investigation have no scientific value. Indeed, the well- 
authenticated confessions of persons accused of witcheraft, in 
medisval and early modern times, are now generally regarded 
by psychologists as the results of hypnotic control and suggestion. 


The Cause Célébre of Urbain Grandier. 

Or coursk, the classical case of a trial by witchcraft where 
hypnotic suggestion led to a grave injustice is that of the French 
priest, URBAIN GRANDIER, who was tried, tortured, and executed 
for witchcraft at Dijon in 1620. The case has always been 
regarded as a blot on the reputation of Cardinal Ricwetiev, 
who is supposed to have sacrificed GRANDIER to superstitions in 
which he himself did not share, but this is probably unjust. 
There is no reason to believe that Ricne.ieu was in advance of 
clerical opinion in his own age. Indeed, the recent credulity, or 
openness of mind, whichever way it be regarded, displayed by 
such eminent men as Sir OLiver Lopce and Sir ARTHUR CONAN 
DoyLe, where spiritualistic phenomena are under investigation, 
warns us not to assume hastily that great inteliects in the past 
cannot have been sincere in accepting the popular views as to 
Demonology prevalent until the beginning of the eighteenth 
century. URBAIN GRANDIER was a young French priest, the 
confessor of a convent where the nuns were mostly the daughters 
of the city aristocracy of Dijon. He was exceedingly popular in 
the convent. Suddenly a number of nuns were seized with an 
unexplained hysterical illness. They one and al) accused 
GRANDIER of having bewitched them under the pretence of 
administering the Holy Sacrament. He was tried, put to the 
torture, forced to confess, and in due course executed. RICHELIEU, 
appealed to on his behalf by enlightened clergymen and lawyers 
who pointed out the grotesque absurdity of some of the accusa- 
tions, refused to interfere. A strong point made against GRANDIER, 
apart from his confession, was that every nun told exactly the 
same story, which was too detailed and unusual to have been 
invented. Of course, modern psychologists would explain this 
by the theory that these nuns were the victims of hysteria 
communicated by auto-suggestion, and therefore the story told 
was the product of one mind, that of the first nun to suffer 
from the hysterical attack. 


Examination of the Devil under Torture. 
IN THIS CONNECTION it may be interesting to note here that 


confession of the crime. The admissibility of this testimony does | the examination of persons accused of witchcraft by means of 


hot appear to have been disputed, and comment in the lay | torture was based on a very different theory from that governing 
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the interrogation of witnesses in our Star Chamber, or the examina- 
tion of heretics by the Holy Inquisition. In the case of the Star 
Chamber, torture was used to force a reluctant witness to speak 

vas assumed that under the distractions of terrible agony, the 
t have sufficient self possession to invent and 
The Holy Inquisition, on 


7 
witnes would ne 
tent pack of lies 

individual to secure a recanta- 


maintain a cons 


the contrary, put pressure on the ind 

tion and the salvation of his soul But in cases of witchcraft, 

if our reading of the records is correct, the theory was quite 

different. The accused was supposed to be “ possessed of a 

devil,’ who made him “ dumb” of mal It was proposed to 

examine this devil, and for him no consideration was felt. It was 
devil in possession of the prisoner's body, who was 


interrogated and tortured—not the accused whose soul had lost 


its control of the body it was the “devil” who admitted under 


examination that he h vd tempt d ind suborned the soul of the 


prisoner Indeed objection was actually taken by some 
me lie il jurists to the conviction of the ace used on such evidence, 
(a confession, but the uncorroborated 


on the ground tl it it was nol ae 
evidence of an ac ymiplice, name ly, the devil. The Canon Law, 
we may note in passing, under which trials for witchcraft were 
held and conduc te d, allowed a woman to be convicted of witch- 


craft on less evidence than was necessary in the case of a man, 
because in her case there existed a prima facie presumption of 
guilt she was by nature predisposed to yield to the solicitation 


(uia mulier caput est peccali, arma diaboli, expulsio 


of Satan 

Paradysi, corruptio legis antique” runs a well-known passage 
of the Canon Law often quoted in medieval ecclesiastical 
courts 





New Orientation of Martial 
Law Theory. 
A MOMENTOUS step in the development of the theory of Martial 
Law has just been taken by the Irish King’s Bench Division. 
of ex parte Allen (24th February) has 


The historic case of Wolf Tone 


has been 


The 


The decision in the cas 
opened entirely new ground 
(1798)——in which, however, there was no final decision 
definitely overruled, and the doctrine has been accepted as good 
law that, even when the ordinary law courts of the realm are 
actually sitting in any disturbed area and conducting their 
normal functions, such courts cannot interfere with the acts 
of the Executive Authority, when that authority has taken the 
responsibility of issuing a Proclamation of Martial Law. While 
such proclamation is in force, there would appear to be an irre- 
buttable presumption of law that all acts done by the Executive 
maintenance of order are 


within the area proclaimed in the 
Until the proclamation 


primed face necessary and justifiabl 
has been withdrawn, the courts will not enquire into the existence 
of any, much less of an adequate, justification for the issue of that 
proclamation and for acts of State done under it. After the 
withdrawal, it is true, such acts can be questioned in the courts. 
Those who have done acts in pursuance of Martial Law which 
are primd facie trespasses, civil or criminal, will then be obliged 
to prove that such acts, ifin fact trespasses, were necessary, and no 
greater than necessary, to maintain order and suppress rebellion. 
But in the meantime, of course, an Act of Indemnity will usually 
be passed to cover such unlawful acts, so that this ex post facto 
protection 18 generally agreed to be rather nugatory. 

At first sight it may seem that the doctrine thus enunciated 
goes no further than the principle already laid down by the 
Judicial Committee in Ex p. Marais (1902, A.C. 109). But in fact, 
Allen’ s cas (reported elsewhere from the Freeman’ s Journal) carries 
There are three differences which 


the law a good deal further 
In the first place, Marais’ s case 


distinguish it from Marais’s case. 


was a decision of the Privy Council, relating to colonial territory | 


and not binding on the English courts. Many distinguished 
jurists doubted its soundness, and none of importance regarded 
it as a statement of the law affecting English territory in the 





United Kingdom. In the second place, Marais’s case dealt 
with territory in the actual occupation of a foreign invader ; 
it did not deal with the case of rebellion or civil war. It has 
hitherto been assumed that no civil disturbance short of actual 
invasion by an alien force amounted to that “ state of war” 
which justifies the Executive in the exercise of “‘ Acts of State.” 
And, lastly, even in Marais’s case the judgment of the Judicial 
Committee never went so far as to say that the mere issue of a 
Proclamation of Martial Law was enough to oust the jurisdiction 
of the civil courts: that judgment left it open to contention 
that some proof of the existence of a civil disturbance ousting 
the normal administration of civil justice must be given by the 
Executive pleading in bar of the jurisdiction: such evidence, 
presumably, could be rebutted by proof that no sufficient distur- 
bance in fact existed. But, it would now appear, no such investiga- 
tion into the circumstances alleged as a condition precedent to 
“ Proclamation ” is within the competence of a 
civil court ; all that is necessary to oust its jurisdiction is proof 
that in fact: (1) A Proclamation of Martial Law for a certain 
area has been duly issued by the highest Executive Authority 
and is still in force ; (2) that the acts complained of occurred 
within the area so proclaimed ; and (3) the acts complained of 
were done by military or executive officers in purported exercise 
of the powers conferred on them by the Proclamation. 

The immense change in the constitutional conception of 
Martial Law, arising from this new point of view, will be at once 
apparent to all who are acquainted with the historical development 
of our very peculiar and characteristically English common law 
doctrine on the subject of Martial Law. For the essence of that 
doctrine has hitherto been that our so-called Martial Law is not 
4 special system of law applied in times of war, rebellion or civil 
disturbance, but simply the operation in abnormal circumstances 
of a very simple and elementary rule of the common law —the 
doctrine, namely, that every citizen must do all that he can to 
preserve the King’s Peace against breach in his presence ; that 
citizens who hold local office are bound to take every step necessary 
for preserving the peace within their jurisdiction ; and that officers, 
civil or military, who hold the King’s Commission are bound 
to exercise the highest possible diligence in so conserving the 
peace. But each of the three parties in this hierarchy of 
responsibility—citizen, local official (Mayor or Lord-Lieutenant 
of a County), King’s officer—is entitled to use only just so much 
force as is necessary for the maintenance of the peace. If he 
uses more, he is guilty of a crime ; if he uses just the right amount, 
he can plead the ordinary common law plea of “ Privilege of an 
Actor” in justification of his action. In fact, his position is 
precisely analogous to that of a parent or schoolmaster who 
corrects a person in potestate, or that of a goaler who restrains 
a prisoner attempting to escape. Such is the well-accepted 
principle on which the whole of our doctrine of Common Law or 
Martial Law has always rested. Of course, nowadays, Martial 
Law is usually justified by statute, in which case different 
principles arise. But in Allen's case the Crown had to rely 
on the Common Law doctrine, since their statutory powers 
under the Restoration of Order in Ireland Act, 1920, and the 
Defence of the Realm Act, 1914, clearly did not justify the creation 
and punishment of new capital offences, unknown to the Common 
Law, and such an offence was alleged against Allen. 

This well-accepted principle, however, was severely shaken 
twenty years ago by the view taken by the Judicial Committee 
in Marais’s case (supra), and must be regarded as finally abandoned 
in Allen’s case. In its place there arises a new doctrine which 
cannot be distinguished in principle from the Continental doctrine 
of a “ State of Siege’ against which our judges and jurists have 
steadily protested in the past as foreign to the fundamental 
principle of our constitution, the so-called “ Rule of Law. 
For Allen’ s case confers on the Executive the following enormous 


support the 


powers : 
(a) The Executive can at any time and in any place and in 
any circumstances decide that there is a civil disturbance 
amounting to rebellion or civil war. It is the sole judge 
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= 
whether or not such state of affairs exist. Apparently it need 
not even act bond fide: its good faith cannot be questioned 
in the courts while Martial Law continues ; 
(B) The Executive can therefore issue a proclamation of 
Martial Law for such area, displacing the civil courts and 
creating any new capital offences it pleases ; 


(Cc) While such proclamation is in force, no act done by an 


Executive officer in purported eOxXere ise ol his common law powe rs 


under the proclamation can be questioned in the courts 
on any ground, although in the absence of an Act of Indemnity, 
it can be questioned subsequently by civil suit or criminal 
prosecution. 

It is clear that such powers are the precise equivalent in every 
respect of the Continental ** Declaration of a State of Siege,” 
excepting only in the one matter, the subsequent liability of 
Executive officers to the practice, of the 
convention by which an Act of Indemnity is invariably enacted 
to protect the Executive and its agents, completely defeats any 
attempt to enforce responsibility on the servants of the Crown 


courts. In course, 


The extent to which Allen’s case has di parted from previously 
accepted views, will be apparent at once if we contrast the above 
summary of the position with the classical rules relating to Martial 
Law enumerated in Dicey’s ‘Law of the Constitution”-—Appendix, 
Note X (B), p. 544. They are as follows : 

First, Martial Law cannot exist in time of peace. 

[The existence of a state of peace, says Dicey, is “* a question 
of fact to be determined in any case before the courts in the 
thid., p. 544. ] 

Secondly, the existence of Martial Law does not in any way 
de pe nd upon the Proclamation of Martial Law. 

Thirdly, the Courts have, at any rate in times of peace 
jurisdiction in respect of acts which have been done by military 


same way as any other such question ; 


authorities and others during a state of war. 

Fourthly, the protection of military men and others against 
actions or prosecutions in respect of unlawful acts done during 

a time of war, bond fide, and in the service of the country, is 

an Act of Indemnity. 

It is impossible to reconcile these pring iples with the view just 
taken in Allen’s case, by the King’s Bench Division in Ireland. 
This latter case, therefore, clearly makes a novel departure 
in the interpretation of the fundamental character of Martial 
law. It indicates the growing tendency of our law, especially 
our constitutional law, to assimilate, under judicial auspices, 
many of the features of the Continental system, derived from 
Roman law, which Sir Epwarp Coke was chiefly instrumental 
in keeping at bay and refusing entrance to our jurisprudence 
in the days of the Stuarts. For clearly the rule now given effect 
to in Allen’s case can only be regarded as another corollary 
from the Roman doctrine, quoted so frequently with approval 
by our courts during the war, Salus Rei publicae Suprema Lez. 





The Agriculture Act, 1920. 
I.—The Management of Land (continued). 

The Enforcement of Proper Cultivation (cont.)—(1) Enforce- 
ment of Specific Matters (cont.).—In considering s. 4. of 
the new Act, which takes the place of s. 9 of the 
Act of 1917, we have considered the four specific matters 
which may be a ground for the interference of the Minister 
of Agriculture. They are—failure to cultivate according to the 
rules of good husbandry ; 
duction of food; the unreasonable neglect by 
execute the necessary works of maintenance which, if he is a 
tenant, he is liable for under his contract of tenancy; and the 


unreasonable neglect of the owner to execute such works. where 
Assuming one of these grounds 


the possibility of increasing the pro- 
an oct uple r to 


the tenant is not so liable. 
exists, what is the power of the Ministry to make the necessary 
Inquiries to discover this! That appears to be given by s. 15 


of the Act of 1917, under which the Minister may, “ in order to | 





| of this power 


obtain such information as is necessary for the purpose of the 
proper exercise by the [Minister] of [his] powers under this Act,” 
serve notice on the occupier of any agricultural land requiring 
him to make “a return in writing with respect to the cultivation 
of that land, wk thereon, and the owner 
thereof Cher the war for the Board of 
Agriculture to send out printed forms of inquiry, and obtain 
from voluntary retur Such returns were made 
compulsory by D.O.R.A. reg. 15p, and this is now continued by 
the Act of 1917 15 (3) for failure 
. return in pursuance of a notice served under s-s. (1). 


the crops and live st 


was a practice before 
occuptlers 


\ penalty is imposed by 
to n ike 
\ctual entry on and inspection of the land would seem to be 
in order to supplement the information given in the 
so as to enable the Minister to decide whether a case for 
but so far as we have observed the Acts 
However, in addition 


necessary 
return 
intervention has arisen 
do not give any right to enter and inspect 
to deciding that a case for intervention has arisen, the Minister 
Agric ultural acting on his behalf, must 
wake out his * full report in writing setting out in detail the 
matters col iplained of and the improvements or works required.” 
This must first*be served on the owner and occupier, and is the 
foundation for the notice requiring the change in cultivation 
to be made, or the works executed. There seems to be no pro- 
vision for any definite interval being allowed to elapse between 
he service of the report and the service of the mandatory notice, 
but it would seem that a sufficient interval should be allowed 
in order to enable the owner or occupier to act on the report 
voluntarily. If he does not do so, then the mandatory notice 
(1) will follow and this will state a time within which 
But this must not be less than one 
unless in the opinion of the Minister a 


or the Committee 


under s-s 


the work must be done. 
month from the 
shorter time is necessary (s-s. (6) ) 

\s just stated, the report preliminary to the notice must be 


The notice must be served 


notice, 


served on the owner and occupier 
on the owner or the occupier according as the one or the other 
person in control of the cultivation or is liable for the 
works of maintenance. Upon service of the notice, the person 
served will consider whether he is * aggrieved ”’ by the notice, 
and in that case he may under the proviso to s-s. (1) of s. 4 require 
the questions raised by the notice, and also the question whether 
the time specified is reasonable, to be referred to arbitration in 
accordance with Part IV of the Act of 1917, and thereupon pro- 
ceedings for the enforcement of the notice will be suspended 
pending the result of the reference. If the notice is served on the 
tenant, the landlord—who, is to receive a copy of the notice—has 
the same right to have the matter referred to arbitration. An 
arbitration under Part IV of the Act of 1917 is before a single 
arbitrator in accordance with the provisions of the Second 
Schedule to the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908. By s. 5 (1) of 
the Act of 1920 it is provided that the Arbitration Act, 1889, shall 
not apply to arbitrations under Part IV of the Act of 1917, and 
the arbitrator is empowered to state a case for the opinion of the 
County Court on any question of law. Provision is made for 
an appeal to the Court of Appeal in accordance with R.S.C., 
but there will be no further appeal exe ept with the leave of that 


is the 


Court 

The measures which may be taken in the event of non-compliance 
with a mandatory notice are stated in s-ss. (4) and (5). The 
non-compliance constitutes an offence punishable on summary 
conviction with a fine not exceeding £20 and £1 a day for the 
continuance of the default after conviction. But proceedings 
may not be instituted except by the Minister; his power in this 
respect cannot be exercised by the Agricultural Committee under 
the delegation of powers authorised by s. 11 (2) of the Act of 
1917 see the Cultivation of Lands (Temporary Provisions) 
Order, 1920, clause 2 (2), which expressly excludes delegation 
In addition to prosecuting for the offence, the 
Minister may himself execute the work and recover the expense 
as a civil debt from the person in default ; or if there is a tenant 
in occupation, and notice to execute works of maintenance has 
been served on the owner, the Minister may authorise the tenant 
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to execute the works, and the tenant can then recover the expense 
as if it were compensation awarded in respect of an improvement 
under the Act of 1908; that is, it is recoverable in the County 
Court as money ordered by a County Court to be paid under its 
ordinary jurisdiction is recoverable: Act of 1908, s. 14. It 
should be pointed out that the default referred to in s-s. (4) is 
default in the execution of “ some work ”’ specified in the notice. 
The word “ work” apparently refers to any matter required 
to be done by the notice, whether a change of cultivation or the 
execution of works of maintenance, and so in other cases where 
the word “ work ”’ is used in the singular. 

(2) Appointment of a Receiver.—The intervention of the State 
in the management of agricultural land is carried a step further 
by s-s. (7) of s.4. Hitherto, we have been concerned with specific 
omissions or defects in the management. Sub-section (7) deals 
with a case of general mismanagement, but the description of 
mismanagement varied in the passage of the Act through Par- 
liament. As the Bill left the House of Commons, the section 
was to apply where the owner, whether the estate is or is not 
in the occupation of tenants— ° 

‘cultivates or manages the estate or land in a manner 
inconsistent with good estate management, and so as to 
prejudice materially the production of food thereon.” 
In the House of Lords these words were altered to 

“ grossly mismanages the estate to such an extent as to 
prejudice materially the production of food thereon, or the 
welfare of those who are engaged in the cultivation of the 
estate.” 

The amendment was accepted by the House of Commons, 
notwithstanding the objection that the phrase “ grossly mis- 
manages "’ was likely to lead to litigation, and these are the words 
of the Act. The comparison with * gross negligence ”’ is obvious, 
and judicial minds have refused to see any distinction between 
negligence and gross negligence. They are the same thing, it 
has been said, “ with the addition of a vituperative epithet” : 
per Roure, B., in Wilson v. Brett (LL M. & W. p. 115). But 
Parliament has spoken of * gross mismanagement,” and doubtless 
the courts will recognise that it implies an exceptionally bad state 
of affairs. 

When such gross mismanagement exists, then the Minister, 
“if he thinks it necessary or desirable to do so in the national 
interest, and after holding such public inquiry as he thinks proper, 
and after taking into consideration any representations made to 
him by the owner, may appoint a receiver and manager of the 
estate,” but a period of six months must elapse before the order 
takes effect, and within that time the owner can appeal to the 
High Court. There are various subsidiary provisions, and the 
Minister is empowered to apply by the order the receivership 
provisions of the Conveyancing Act, 1881—the draughtsman 
of the Agricultural Act does not seem to have known that the 
full title ‘‘ Conveyancing and Law of Property Act ”’ is out-of-date 

and also to authorise the receiver and manager to exercise 
any other ownership powers, to be specified in the order, which 
may be reasonably necessary for the proper discharge of his 
duties. After the expiration of three years, or upon a change of 
ownership, an application may be made to the Minister to revoke 
the order, and there will be an appeal against his refusal to the 
High Court. For the purposes of s. 4 “owner” includes a 
tenant for life, s-s. (12). This power of appointing a receiver 
and manager is an interesting novelty, and if it is exercised to 
any material extent it should provide useful information and 
decisions as to the proper management of land. 


(To be continued.) 


A Reuter’s message from Wellington, N.Z., dated Ist March, says: 


The death is announced of Sir James Prendergast, the former Chief Justice 


of New Zealand. Sir James Prendergast, says The Times, was born 
in 1828, was a graduate of Cambridge and was called to the Bar in 1856. 
Proceeding to New Zealand he was called to the Bar therein 1862, and became 
Chief Justice in 1875, retaining that position until 1899, 





Mortgages under the Peace Treaty 
with Germany. 


[(COMMUNICATED. } 

By Art. 299 of Sect. V of Part X of the Peace Treaty, “‘ any contract con 
cluded between enemies shall be regarded as dissolved . . . except in respect 
of any debt or other pecuniary obligation arising out of any act done or 
money paid thereunder. By paragraph 2 of the annex to this section 
certain classes of contract are exempted from dissolution under Article 299, 
The exceptions include “ contracts of Mortgage, pledge, or lien,” but some 
difficulty arises in discovering the meaning and scope of this exception, 
partly on account of the different views prevailing in England and con. 
tinental countries generally as to the nature and effect of a mortgage. As 
will appear later, the question is of very considerable practical importance, 
and accordingly its discussion is not merely a matter of technical interest. 

There is apparently no authoritative definition of a mortgage in English 
law, but its distinguishing characteristics have received consideration in 
various cases where it was necessary to arrive at its essential features. 
In Quarrel v. Beckford (1 Madd., p. 269), Plumer, V.C., said: ‘ What is a 
Mortgage ? Everybody knows that it consists of two things; it is a 
personal contract for a debt, secured by an estate, and in equity the estate 
is no more than a pledge or security for the debt. The debt is the principal, 
the estate is the accident.” It is submitted that there is some confusion of 
thought in this statement, in so far 4s it makes a personal contract for the 
debt a necessary element of a mortgage, and that a far more satisfactory 
definition is that given by Lindley, M.R., in Santley v. Wilde (1899, 2 Ch. 
474), where it is stated that “a mortgage is a conveyance of land or an 
assignment of a chattel or of a chose in action, as a security for the payment 
of a debt or the discharge of some other obligation for which it is given, the 
security being redeemable on the payment or discharge of such debt or 
obligation.” In this viéw, the debt or obligation secured is not an element 
of the mortgage itself, but is a pre-requisite thereof, which need not 
necessarily arise ex contractu. At the same time, the debt or obligation is 
still the principal, and the estate the accident, as stated by Plumer, V.C., 
although this fact tends to be obscured by the form which a mortgage 
usually takes, namely, a conveyance of property subject to the right of 
redemption by the mortgagor, generally but not necessarily accompanied 
by a personal covenant to repay the amount advanced. Where there is 
covenant or bond for repayment, the debt is a “ specialty’ debt; where 
there is no covenant, a simple contract debt is raised by the advance made 
st the request of the mortgagor. In Yates v. Aston (4 Q.B., p. 182) Lord 
Denman said: ‘“‘ We think that the advance, being made at the request 
of the defendant (the mortgagor) raised a contract by parol for the repay- 
ment, which was not merged in a security of a higher nature. The mortgage 
does not appear to have been taken in satisfaction, but as a security collateral 
to the contract raised by the request and the advance in consequence.” A 
mortgage, therefore, qud mortgage, is reducible to a mere conveyance by 
way of guarantee, collateral to a debt or other obligation. In King v. King 
(3 P. Wms., p. 358) it was said that every mortgage implies a loan, and 
every loan implies a debt, but it is submitted that this statement is some- 
what too narrow, inasmuch as it is conceived that a mortgage may be given 
by way of security for an obligation other than a debt, and even for a future 
or conditional obligation which may not arise. If this view is correct, a 
contract of mortgage, even in English law, is a collateral contract, entirely 
distinct and separate from the primary contract giving rise to the debt or 
other obligation which it guarantees; the two contracts may be, and 
indeed most frequently are, evidenced by one document, but that fact does 
not make them one contract. A mortgage security may be annulled, and 
yet the contract of debt may still be enforceable, and contrariwise, & 
mortgage may continue on foot, notwithstanding that the debt guaranteed 
is extinguished. Accordingly a mortgage may be regarded as an indepen- 
dent contract of security intended to be collateral to a primary obligation. 

A registered charge under the Land Transfer Acts is apparently not @ 
mortgage, according to the technical meaning of the word, and it does not 
pass the legal estate. Under such Acts, a property can be charged by an 
instrument of charge entered on the register. Such a registered charge 
implies a personal covenant by the mortgagor to repay, but such implica- 
tion may be negatived, so that a registered charge can be reduced to a mere 
ineumbrance on the property. 

While there is apparently nothing in French or German law 
resembling a mortgage, as such, these laws allow property to be charged 
by “hypothéque,’ which has in general great similarity to an English 
registered charge. There are, however, many points of difference in the 
laws of the two countries regarding the nature and effect of the security, 
The German code, by Article 1113, provides that a parcel of ground may be 
charged in such manner that a sum of money accruing to a person in whose 
favour the charge exists, is payable tu him out of such land in satisfaction of 
a claim accruing to him. Such charge may be given for a future or con- 
ditional claim, and such claim may arise in various ways, amongst others 
by contract. A contract of mortgage is subsidiary or accessory to the 
primary contract, but that it is distinct therefrom is proved by numerous 
provisions of the code. Thus, the primary obligation may be that of a 
third party and not that of the mortgagor at all. If the claim in respect of 
which the charge was given does not arise, the “\Hypothek”’ belongs to the 
owner of the property. Similarly, if the claim is extinguished, the owner 
of the property acquires the mortgage. : 

If the personal debtor satisfies the creditor, the mortgage reverts to him, 
in so far as he is entitled to claim compensation from the owner or his 
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predecessor. If the debtor is only entitled to partial compensation, the 
owner cannot enforce the mortgage, so far as it may have reverted to him, 
to the detriment of the mortgage of the debtor. 

By Article 1137 the owner may set up against the mortgage the objections 
available to the personal debtor. If the owner is not the personal debtor, 
he does not forfeit an objection by reason of the debtor abandoning it. 

All these and numerous other provisions tend to prove beyond doubt 
that a contract of mortgage, in German law, is entirely distinct from the 
obligation which it guarantees. It may be given for a future or contingent 
claim, and another claim may be substituted for that in respect of which 
the mortgage was originally granted. 

The usual form of a mortgage in Germany is an acknowledgment of 
indebtedness with an undertaking to repay the principal after notice, 
and meanwhile to pay interest, and there then come words creating the 
charge in some such form as follows: ‘‘ For the security of my creditor for 
the above loan, I agree that a mortgage on my property Blackacre shall be 
entered in the Land Register, Volume 1, page 1, corresponding to the 
contents of this document.” 

According to French law an “ hypothéque” is a real right on im- 
moveables appropriated (affectés) to the discharge of an obligation. The 
property in the premises hypothecated remains in the mortgagor, as under 
the German law. The right created is a subsidiary “‘ real ’’ right, intended 
to guarantee another or “ personal” right. A person is the principal 
debtor, and the property mortgaged is, so to speak, the secondary debtor. 
Asin Germany, a mortgage can be granted on the property of one person 
to secure the debt of another. 

An “ Hypothéque” has a distinct and separate existence from the 
debt guaranteed ; it is true that it cannot survive the debt, but it may 
disappear, while the debt nevertheless remains in existence. It has a special 
and distinct period of prescription, and may be dealt with separately from 
the debt which it guarantees. 

Mortgages may be either legal or contractual. A legal mortgage arises 
ipso fucto, over the property of a guardian or husband as the guarantee of 
the (indefinite) rights of a minor or wife ; it attaches to all the property, 
present or future, of the person against whom it arises. Further, a mortgag: 
arises out of every judgment, and also out of certain judicial acts. 

A “contract of mortgage,” in all the three countries, is therefore a 
contract of guarantee of a primary obligation, which is distinct and 
separate from it. The primary obligation may arise out of a contract, but 
that contract is not the contract of mortgage, although it may be evidenced 
by the same document. When, therefore, the annex to Section V. of the 
Treaty provides that contracts of mortgage are not dissolved, does it also 
mean that the primary contract guaranteed by the mortgage is also not 
dissolved ? It is contended that this is neither the effect nor the intention 
of the exception, and that under Article 299 of the Treaty the primary 
contract came to an end on the outbreak of the war, leaving only in existence 
the resulting obligation on the debtor, to repay principal and interest. If 
that is so, the debt can be proved for and recovered at the pre-war rate of 
exchange, and the mortgage security, for what it is worth, remains in 
existence to guarantee repayment. Any other interpretation would not 
only do violence to the text, but would also lead to the curious result that a 
secured creditor would be placed in a worse position by the Treaty than 
an unsecured creditor. Further, if a mortgage had been given in Germany 
by one person over his property to guarantee payment of a debt owing by 
another under a contract, it could not possibly be urged that such contract 
was not dissolved by Article 299 as between debtor and creditor, leaving 
the creditor to prove through the Clearing Office for immediate repayment 
at the pre-war rate of exchange, although the mortgage would continue 
in existence. If that is so where the primary debtor and the mortgagor 
are different persons, what grounds is there for arriving at a contrary 
decision when they are one and the same person? It is submitted that 
none exists, and that the mere fact that debtor and mortgagor are one does 
not alter the character of the contracts entered into, which were and remain, 
first, a contract for a loan, repayable under certain conditions, and secondly, 
a contract of security by way of mortgage. 

If this contention is correct, practically all debts owing by Germans and 
secured by mortgage can forthwith be proved for notwithstanding absence 
of notice, and recovered at the pre-war rate of exchange, by reason of the 
provisions of Article 296, inasmuch as they are debts arising out of 
transactions or contracts the total or partial execution whereof (i.¢., payment 
of interest and calling in by notice) was suspended on account of the 
declaration of war. The British Clearing Office, after some hesitation, has 
consented to allow proofs of mortgage debts to be lodged, drawing attention, 
however, to the penalty attaching to the rejection of a claim under 
paragraph 10 of the annex to Article 296, but it must not be inferred that 
the views here expressed are shared or supported by such Clearing Office, 
or that the German Clearing Office will necessarily accept such proofs. It is 

robable, indeed, that the question may have to be referred to the Arbitral 
tribunal for decision, but if the preceding statement is accurate, it is 
difficult to see on what grounds claims of this nature can be rejected. 





A fine of 40s. was imposed at the Mansion House on Tuesday on a motor 
driver who had collided with a wall while driving down a narrow turning 
in the City. The collision was alleged to have been due to his not having 
applied his brakes, which were proved to have been in an efficient condition 
when the car left the garage. Alderman Sir David Burnett (the Magistrate). 
—These are the men at whose mercy yourlifeand mine are. It isa shocking 
state of things. There ought to be some test of efficiency before licences 
are granted to motor drivers. It shows the risks we run, He regarded the 
ase as one of reckless driving. 





) ° 
Reviews. 
Carriage by Railway. 
rRANSPORT BY Rattway. By Avan Lesuit, Barrister-at-Law. 
42s. 

We have much pleasure in welcoming this book, the author of which, we 
think, now writes a legal treatise for the first time. Frankly, it is the ablest 
law-book on one restricted field which we have seen since Mr. Foad brought 
out his work on “ Landlord and Tenant " about a quarter of a century ago. 
We mention Mr. Foa’s work deliberately, because its achievement was very 
similar to that just attained by Mr. Leslie. Mr. Foa took a branch of the 
law in which many learned treatises existed, none of which was arranged to 
his satisfaction; he remodelled the treatment of the subject, taking 
“tenancy ” as a contract, and discussing in logical order its formation, 
termination, operation, and so forth. Mr. Leslie has taken a complex 
body of law affecting railways, partly common law and partly statute law, 
ind has reconstructed out of it a logical treatise on the contract of “ carriage 
by railway.” He treats the contract as essentially one created by the common 
law, the incidents of which have been slightly modified and supplemented, 
but not essentially changed, by statute. The execution is not inferior to 
the conception: both are alike original, methodical, and exceedingly 
thorough. 


Tur Law of 
Swect & Maxwell. 


Company Law. 


By Hersertr 
7s. 6d. net. 


LAW AND Practice. W. Jonvan. Fourteenth 
Jordan & Sons, Ltd. 
ComMPANY PRINCIPLES AND Precepents. By Francis Ernest Bravery, 

Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell. 17s. 6d. net. 

We review together these concise books which cover much the same field. 
Mr. Jordan's work is the fourteenth edition of a book now well known and 
much read; all the excellent features of former editions are preserved, 
including the useful alphabetical arrangement. It is essentially a practical 
man’s handy-book, rather than an explanative treatise on the law of com- 
panies. Mr. Bradley's book is a new excursion into a field already occupied by 
so many other able works ; but it has features of its own which justify the 
adventure. The book attempts to compress into the smallest compass 
consistent with adequate treatment the principle and practice relating to the 
formation, operation and working of companies. Part I gives the theory, 
and Part Il the form. The principal sections of the Companies (Con 
solidation) Act, 1908, are discussed in the text section by section; and 
there appears in the Table of Statutes a summarized list of the sections in 
numerical order, but the text of the Act is not printed. This omission 
is due to consideration of cost, a serious matter in these days of high printing 
charges. A King’s Printers’ copy of the Act can be obtained for Is. 7d., 
whereas the printing of such a long statute in an appendix to a private work 
would have increased the price of the book by many times that sum. 


COMPANY 
edition. 


Business Methods. 


CLemMson’s Metuops anv Macuinery oF Business. Third edition. By 

F. Mackay. Butterworth & Co. 7s. 6d. net. 

This new edition of a well-known elementary text book, much used for 
Chamber of Commerce Examirfations, discusses clearly the foreign exchanges, 
banking, insurance, shipping and the Stock Exchange. It has been 
carefully revised throughout. But we must cal] attention to one awkward 
characteristic : the exchanges of currency, etc., are all “ pre-war,” and 
very unreal now. 





Books of the Week. 


3ankruptcy.— The Law and Practice in The 
Bankruptey Act, 1914; The Bankruptcy Rules and Forms, 1915; The 
Debtors’ Acts, 1869, 1878, with Rules and Forma; The Deeds of Arrange 
ment Act, 1914; The Deeds of Arrangement Rules and Forms, 1915; and 
the Orders thereunder. By The Rt. Hon. Sir Rotanpo L. Vaucuan 
WituiaMs, late a Lord Justice of Appeal, and Epowarp WILLIAM HANSELL, 
M.A., a Bencher of the Middle Temple 2th Edition, By WiIntrixscuam 
Norron Strapsie, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons, Ltd., Sweet 
and Maxwell, Ltd. 50s. net. 


Jankrupt y, comprising 


Motor Law.— Changes in Motor Traffic Law Being a summary of the 
new provisions of the Roads Act, 1920, and Finance Act, 1920, and the 
regulations of The Ministry of Transport thereon. By A. C. Crane, 
Solicitor, and N. R. Fox-Anprews, B.A., LL.B. Stevens & Sons, Ltd., 


Motor Commerce, Ltd. 2s. 6d. 

Patents.—The Law and Practice Relating to Letters Patent for Inven 
tions. sy Tuomas Terrewy, K.C, 6th Edition. Revised and Re-written. 
Barrister-at-Law, and Arruvur Jarek, M.A., 
63s. net. 


TERRELL, 


By COURTNEY 
Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 


Barristecr-at- Law. 

The King has appointed Mr. Ramsey Bignall Moore to the office of 
Attorney-General of the Isle of Man, in the room of Mr. George Alfred Ring, 
resigned, 
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An Epitome of Recent Decisions 
on the Workmen's Compensation 
Act, 1906, 


By H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law. 
(Cases decided since last Epitome, Vol. 63, p. 154.) 
(4) DECISIONS ON INCAPACITY. 
Williams v. Oakwood Colliery (Limited) (C.A.: Swinfen Eady, 
M.R., Warrington and Duke, L.JJ., 7th May, 1919). 

Facts.—A workman met with a serious accident causing the loss of a 
hand in 1913. Later he was able, after total incapacity for four years, 
to do some light work in the power house of the mine where he was employed, 
at higher wages than before the accident. After he had worked there 
for a year the Miners’ Federation, of which he was a member, objected to his 
employment in the power house, as he was not a skilled man, and the 
employers were obliged to dismiss him under threat of a strike. He 
claimed full compensation. 

Dectsion.—He was only entitled to a suspensory award, as his loss of 
work was not due to any incapacity, and his employers were quite satisfied 
with him. But for the intervention of the trade union he would stil] have 
been at work. (Case reported 88 L.J. K.B. 878; 12 B.W.C.C. 153; 1919, 
W.C. & Ins. Re p. 238 ; 121 L.T. 202.) 

Ball v. Coulthard & Co. (Limited) (C.A.: Warrington, L.J., 
Atkin, L.J., and Eve, J., 28th October, 1919). 

Facts.—A girl who had been a weaver lost the sight of her right eye by 
accident in a munition factory. Before the accident her left eye had been 
operated upon for squint with the result that it was weak. On returning 
to the cotton mill, she found she could not do any more weaving, and could 
not find any other employment. The county court judge found she was 
an “ odd lot’ in the labour market, and awarded full compensation. 

Dectsion.—The judge was right. The onus was upon the employers 
to show that there was suitable work the girl could do, but they had not 
done so, and had not offered her any, so she was entitled to an award in full. 
(Case reported 12 B.W.C.C. 312; 1919 W.C. and Ins. Rep. 369. From 
note taken in Court.) 


Marshall v. Clayton & Shuttleworth (L mited) (CLA 
Kady, M.R., Warrington and Duke, L.JJ., 27th January, 
1919). 

Factrs.—A workman met with an accident which necessitated the amputa- 
tion of a finger. He returned to light work, but became incapacitated by 
traumatic neurasthenia. The county court judge found that this was caused 
by “ brooding over” his injury, and that his condition was due to himself. 
He dismissed the application, and refused to make a declaration of liability 
asked for after the judgment. 

Deciston.—The judge was wrong. There was no evidence 


Swinfen 


that neuras 
thenia was due to “ brooding ” and there must be a new trial. <A declaration 
of liability should be applied for at the earliest possible stage in the pro 
ceedings, and after judgment it is too late to do so. (From note taken in 
Court. Case reported 19191 K.B. 509; 88L.J. K.B. 516; 12 B.W.C.C. 47; 
120 L.T., 452.) 
Laverich v. William Gray & Co. (Limited) (C.A.: Swinfen Eady. 
M.R., Warrington and Duke, L.JJ., 8th May, 1919). 
Facts.—-A workman met with an accident causing the crushing of a 
finger. The wound healed well at first, but later it became septic, and the 
finger had to be amputated. It was afterwards found that the workman 
was suffering from syphilis, and must have been infected at the date of the 
operation. The county court judge found that the incapacity was not due 
merely to syphilis, but to the original injury aggravated by syphilis, and 
there was no novus actus interreniens. He therefore made an award. 
Dectsion.—There was evidence to support the finding and no misdirection 
and the appeal must be dismissed. (From note taken in Court. Case 
reported 12 B.W.C.C, 177; 1919 W.C., and Ins. Rep. 173.) 


Kirkby v. Howley Park Coal & Cannel Co. (C.A.: Lord Sterndale, 
M.R., Atkin and Younger, L.JJ., llth June, 1920). 





Facts.—A workman who had been partially incapacitated from injury 
by accident since 1911 received compensation for some years, and at the | 
end of 1919 the weekly payments were redeemed by payment of alump sum. | 
At the same time he was advised by his doctor to rest for some time, and he | 
claimed to be entitled to the further weekly sums authorised by the War | 
Addition Acta of 1917 and 1919, on the ground that while resting he was | 
totally incapacitated. The county court judge found that the workman 
while resting was not totally incapacitated, and decided in favour of the 
employers. 

Deciston.—The judge was right. The fact that a man abstains from all 
work for a time on medical advice is not conclusive to show total incapacity. 
There was evidence that he could still do some light work, and that being so, 
he was not entitled to any more compensation. (Case reported 1920 W.C. 
aud Ins. Rep. 194; 12 B.W.C.C.) 

(To be continued.) 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


MILLETT rv. VAN HEEK & CO. No. 2. 4th February. 


Sate or Goops—ConTRACT FOR DELIVERY ABROAD AT FIXED TIME~ 
Export or Goops PROHIBITED—DELIVERY TO BE RESUMED WITHIN 
REASONABLE TIME AFTER EMBARGO REMOVED—ANTICTPATORY Breacn— 
Measure oF Damaces—Sate or Goops Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict., 
c. 71), 8. 51, 3-8. (3) 

Where a contract provides for delivery within a reasonable time or within 

a reasonable time after a future date, it is not a contract for delivery at a fized 

time within the meaning of s. 51, aub-s. (3) of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. 


The rule there stated that, if notime for delivery of the goods is fixed, then the 
measure of damages is to be ascertained by the difference between the contract 
price and the market or current price of the goods at the time of the refusal 
to deliver, does not apply to a case where the breach is an anticipatory breach. 

So held, affirming decision of the Divisional Court reported, 1920, 3 K.B. 

535. 
Appeal by the defendants from a judgment of the Divisional Court 
(Bray and Sankey, JJ.), reported 1920, 3 K.B., 536, upon a question as 
to the proper method to adopt in order to arrive at the damages to which 
the successful party in the action was entitled to under the rule in s. 5], 
s-8. (3), of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. 

The plaintiff carried on business as a cotton waste merchant at Rochdale 
and the defendants were cotton spinners and manufacturers in Holland, 
By six contracts made between 10th January and 23rd August, 1916, 
the plaintiff agreed to sell to the defendants for export to Holland a quantity 
of cotton waste. At that time cotton waste could not be exported without 
the licence of His Majesty's Government, and the contracts provided 
that shipment of the waste should be subject to Government permission 
to export. Asa matter of fact up to that time permission was not difficult 
to obtain to export to neutrals and large quantities of cotton waste were 
exported by the plaintiff to the defendants. In January, 1917, however, 
the export of cotton waste was absolutely prohibited by the Government 
and the plaintiff therefore could not continue the shipments under the 
contracts. There was correspondence the result of which was that the 
plaintiff cried off from his contract; but assured the defendants that so 
soon as the embargo was taken off deliveries would again be made to them. 
The embargo was removed on 16th January, 1919. The plaintiff com. 
menced these proceedings on 8th January, 1919, alleging that the continued 
stoppage of the export of cotton waste operated so as to render the fulfil- 
ment of the contract impossible and he claimed a declaration that the six 
contracts so far as they were unperformed were dissolved and determined 
or alternatively that he was entitled to determine them. The defendants 
pleaded that the plaintiff had entered into a fresh contract to deliver 
the balance of the goods after the removal of the embargo and they 
counter-claimed for a declaration that they were entitled to recover 
from the plaintiff damages for his repudiation of that contract. Creer, J., 
gave judgment for the defendants and directed the damages to be 
assessed by an Official Referee. His decision was affirmed by the 
Court of Appeal. The Official Referee held that a date was fixed for the 
delivery of the goods—namely—the date of the removal of the embargo— 
but that a reasonable time thereafter must be allowed for the delivery 
of the goods: that the goods could not have been shipped until March, 
1919, and that even then the whole of the goods could not have been 
delivered at once. He thought the defendants were entitled to recover 
damages for the plaintiff's breach of contract, notwithstanding that it 
was an anticipatory breach ; but that the defendants by not suing at once, 
but waiting till the plaintiff brought his action, and then setting up their 
claim by way of counter-claim, kept the contract open for the benefit of 
both parties until the time of performance arrived, and that the proper 
way to assess the damages was to take the market price of the goods frem 
March, 1919, onwards, and to ascertain from time to time what was the 
difference between the contract price and the market price at the time 
when the goods could have been delivered in the ordinary course of business. 
Both the plaintiff and the defendants appealed. ‘The evidence was to the 
effect that if the damages were assessed with reference to the market price 
of the goods on 8th August, 1918, the date when the plaintiff repudiated 
the contract, there would be a large sum due to the defendants : but if 
with regard to the price of the goods on 16th January, 1919, the date 
when the embargo was removed they would owing to the fall in the market 
be merely nominal. The Divisional Court held that the contract was not 
one for delivery at a fixed time within the meaning of s. 51, s-s (3) of the 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and therefore damages should be assessed as from 
the date when the embargo was removed. 

The defendants appealed. 

Banxes, L.J., in dismissing the appeal, said the main point which had 
to be decided was whether s. 51 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, applied 
to the case. That depended upon two questions: (1) whether the section 
applied at all except in the case of what was, strictly speaking, a case of 
non-performance of a contract as opposed to a breach arising from 4 
repudiation of a contract; and (2) whether assuming that the section 
applied, the contract ia this case was a contract in which no time was fixed 
for the deliveries. The second was a very important question and he 
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desired to reserve his judgment until some future occasion. Opinions 
of very great weight had been expressed in reference to it. Bailhache, J., 
in Melachrino v. Nickoll & Knight, 1920, 1 K.B., 693, expressed his opinion 
that when s. 51 spoke of no time being fixed for delivery it referred to 
those contracts in which no mention of time was made, and which therefore 
were to be performed within an indefinite period known as a reasonable 
time under the circumstances. That was also the view expressed by the 
Jadges (Bray and Sankey, JJ.), in their judgment in this case. 

On the other point, upon which the Divisional Court decided the case, 
he agreed with them in thinking that sub-s. (3) of s. 51 had no application 
to a case like the present. It was not a case of non-performance, in the 
sense indicated above, of the contract, but there was an anticipatory breach 
by repudiation of the contract before the time for performance arrived. 
He agreed with Bray, J., as to the way in which the damages were to be 
ascertained. The rule he laid down was, he thought, the correct one, and 
should be followed by the Official Referee or whosever duty it was to assess 
the damages in this case. The appeal therefore failed, and would be 
dismissed with costs. 

Warreinoton and Arkin, L.JJ., concurred in the appeal being dismissed. 
CounseL for the defendants: Cyril Atkinson, K.C., and Cockshuit ; for 
the plaintiff: Sylvain Mayer, K.C., and Lowenthal. Sorttcrrors for the 
defendants: Cunliffe, Blake & Mossman for Goulty & Goodfellow, Man 
chester; for the plaintiff ; Rawle, Johnstone & Co. for H. Whittingham, 
Bolton. 


{Reported by ERSKINE REID, Barrister-at-Law.} 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re RICHARDS: JONES v». REBBECK. 


(No. 2.) Eve, J. 4th Februar 
Dowatiro Mortis Causa—Vicrory Bonps—RecistereD HoLover 


DELIVERY BEFORE OPERATION—DEATH FROM A DIFFERENT Cause 


CONDITIONAL GIFT. 

The testator about to undergo a serious operation delivered to R ten Victory 
Bonds which he said she was to keep for herself in the event of his death. The 
operation did not take place, but he died two days later fron 

Held, that the delive ry of the bonds wasa good donatio mortis causi, 


another cause. 


This summons raised the question whether the te s‘ator had made a good 
donatio mortis caus’. In 1919 the testator was seriously ill,suffering from 
neurasthenia and stone in the bladder and was advised to undergo a critical 
operation. Owing to an accident which happened to him on 17th October, 
1919, the operation was never performed and he died three days later from 
what the doctor certified to be a distended stomach. On [8th October 
the testator asked Miss Rebbeck to take charge of ten Vir tory Bonds and 
told her that if anything happened to him she was to keep them for herself 
She took the bonds as directed, and now claimed to retain them. The 
bonds were registered in the name of the testator, and when registered were 
transferable by deed to be lodged at the Bank of England with the coupons 

Eve, J. The question 1 have to decide is whether the handing to Mi 
Rebbeck by the testator of the Victory Bonds on 18th October, 1919, 
constituted a good donalio mortis causd, and it involves both matters of 
fact and matters of law. First, has the claimant established the facts 
necessary to support such a gift ? Secondly, wasthe gift conditional upon 
death taking place in a particular manner orin particular circumstances ? 
And thirdly, were the bonds capable of being made the subject of the gift 
alleged, or, in other words was the gift a complete donatio moriis causd 
or only an abortive attempt to make such a gift? The evidence is, as is not 
unusual in such cases, that of the donee alone. Am I to accept it as a true 
statement of what took place? That the lady is to be treated as a truthful 
witness is shown by the fact that she has not been cross-examined by any 
of the parties, but it is said she may be labouring under a misapprehension 
as to the exact language used by the testator, seeing that she was speaking 
of events two years old, and in support of this suggestion attention was 
directed to two letters written by her, the first to Mr. Davies shortly after 
the death and the second at a later date in reply t) an inquiry made of her 
by the plaintiff's solicitors; comparing these two letters, I think there is 
not the smallest doubt that the lady meant by each of them to convey 
to those to whom she wrote that the testator intended her to keep these 
bends in the event of his death for herself, beneficially. Apart from the 
reference to the operation, which gives rise to the question whether the 
gift was conditional upon death in certain circumstances, I see no 
discrepancy in the statements contained in the affidavit, and the letters, 
and subject to that question there is, in my opinion, clear and satisfactory 
evidence that the testator intended that the lady should retain these bonds 
for herself in the event of his death. The second question arises in the 
parenthetical expression contained in the letter of 20th October, 1919, “I 
mean of course the operation.” The suggestion that the writer is here 
repeating the substance of something the testator had himself said would 
have carried more weight had the writer himself been cross-examined 
on that point. I do not myself read the statement as one made by the 
testator, but rather as embodying the writer's view that his death would 
probably be caused by or in course of the impending operation. In the 
circumstances, one must examine the condition of things prevailing and 
ascertain whether the donatio was really conditional upon death from a 
particular cause. The testator was seriously ill, suffering from neurasthenia 
and aggravated stone, and if his life was to be prolonged, it was necessary 











for him to undergo an operation. He had becn for some time an inmate 
of a nursing home but was very unhappy there, and having left that estab- 
lishment he went to the hotel at Bath, where he ultimately died. In 
October he was in a pitiable condition, so feeble that a few days before his 
death he dislocated his knee in getting up from his chair after dinner; asa 
result he had to take to his bed and never got up again. It is impossible 
to read what is stated about his condition in October, and in particular 
on the day of the gift, without realising that he was a dying man, conscious 
that the end was rapidly approaching. It was too late for any operation 
to take place, and no one knew this better than the testator himself. In 
that condition of things I cannot bring myself to hold that he ever con 

templated that the gift should only take effect if he died under the operation 
and should not take effect if he died of the combination of maladies from 
which he was then suffering There was not, in my opinion, any condition 
avoiding the gift in the event of death not taking place by reason of the 
operation. The remaining question whether these bonds were good subject 

matter of a donatio mortis caus? ia, 1 think, disposed of by the judgment 
of the Court of Appealin Jn re Dillon (44 Ch. D. 76). They were registered 
bonds and the delivery gave no lega! title to the donee, but each bond not 
only acknowledges receipt of the money but expresses all the terms on 
which the money is held and shows the whole contract between the Govern 
ment and the lender. Attached to each bond are a number of coupons 
payable to bearer, and a docket or talon enabling the bea‘er to obtain a new 
set of coupons when the first set is exhausted The documents appear 
to me to be similar in every way to the deposit note held to be good subject 
of a donatio mortis caus in In re Dillon (44 Ch. D, 76) I think this is even 


a stronger case than that was for holding, as I do, that there has been a good 
rift mortis cauad, and that it is the duty of the executors to give effect 
thereto by such transfer as will enable the donee to be registered as the 
owner of the bonds.—Counst Colquhurn Dill; J. F.¢ Gover, RAC, 
ind Bowen Rowlands ; ( layton, Kf ind Swo da; H #, K.C., aad Bry lye 

H. B. Vaisey.—Souicirors, Kerly, Sons & Karuth; Churchill, Smallian 
and Co., Guscotte, Wadhams & Tickell, agents for Davies & Prichard, 


Thomas, Swansea; 


Cirdiff; Metcalfe, Sharpe & King, agen‘s for D, O 
Vills, Curry and 


Rhys Roberts & Co., agents for J. T. Richards, Cardiff 
Gaakell. 
Reported by 8. EB, WILLiams, Barristor-at-Law.] 


In re HUSSEY and GREEN’S CONTRACT. 


Ist and 14th February. 


P.O. Lawrence, J. 


Venvor Anv Purcuaser--Wiit —Devise—RvucLe in SHELLEY'S CaASF 


1 gift of real estate lo trustes ) iru w A for lif and afterwards for 
his heir-at-law absolutely docs nfer upon A the fee, but only an 
equitable estate for life. 

The rule in Shelley's a apply in such a case, because the word 
absolutely”’ refers entirely to the natu > of the extate which the heir takes, and 
mports ou nership in the fullest sense, and operates to make the hei 1 new 

stir psa d root of inh ritance takin hy pure hase as an individu il person. 

Archer's Case (1 Co. Rep. 661 d Van Grutten v. Foxwell (1897, A.C. 667) 


followed 


Dubber v. Trollope (1734, Amb. 453) distinguished 


out by a purchaser under the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act 1874, for a declaration that the vendor had not shown a 
geod title to the propert The facts were as follow In 1912 one W. 
Hussey died having by hi \! devised all his residuary, real and personal 
es upon tru 4 for his wife for life, I 


This was a summons taken 


estate to trust und after her death, upon 


trust for sale and conversion as therein mentioned, except that his trustees 
should hold his freehold house, N | Roshville, Trowbridge, in trust for 
his son William, during his life and afterwards for his heir-at-law 
absolutely.”” In 1913 the testator’s wife died, and in 1920, William entered 


into an agreement to sell No. | Roghville to one Green. Green investigated 
the title and objected thereto that the vendor had not the fee 
sell, but only a life estat This was disputed, and he accordingly took out 
thesummons. Counsel for the purchaser contended that the rule in Shell 
case (1 Co. Rep. 93 b) did not apply because the word “ heir-at-law”’ in the 
singular followed by the word “ absolutel heir-at-law 
took the fee as persona designot He relied on Archer's case and Van 
Grutten v. Foxwell (supra). Counsel for the ve ndor contended that at any 
rate the use of the word “ heir-at-law in the singular did not exclude 
the rule in Shelley’s case, and referred to Fuller v. Cha nier (1866, L.R., 2 Eq. 
682). He further contended that the word “ absolutely ’’ meant no more 
than “ for ever,”’ and that it did not confer upon the heir-at-law any estate, 
and referred to Dubber v. Trollope (supra). 


simple to 


4 a 


showed that th: 


P. O. LAWRENCE, J., after stating the facts said : The rule in Shelley's case 
supra does not apply here. Although the authoritis J vy that the words 
‘* for ever,” when super-added to the word “heir” or ** heir mal do not 
exclude the rule in Shelley's case, they do not afford any assistance in arriving 
t a conclusion as to the fect of the use of the word absolutely In 
| following the word heir” 


my judgment the word “ absolutely when 
in a devise of realty refers entirely to the nature 
heir is to take in the property devised hiv ul import wnership 
in the fullest sense of the word, and operates to make the heir a 
stirpes and root of inheritance, thus indicating that the heir is to take by 
purchase as an individual person. It follows that the vendor has only 
an equitable estate for life. CounseL; Gavin 7. Simond W. G. Hart. 
Souicrrors : Rawle, Johnstone & Co.; Taylor, Willcocks & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.) 


f the estate which the 
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Probate, Divorce and Admiralty 
Division. 
WILLMOTT v. WILLMOTT. Hill, J. 22nd February, 1921. 


HusBanp AND Wire—Wire’s Suir ror Restirvutios—MorTion FOR 
INJUNCTION TO RESTRAIN RESPONDENT FROM PREVENTING HER LIVING 
AT THE MATRIMONIAL HOME—WIPFE ALLOWED HER Costs OF APPLICATION. 


The wife, who was the plaintiff in a suit for restitution of conjugal rights, 
refused to leave the matrimonial home. The respondent pleaded just cause 
for leaving her, and offered her £5 a week alimony, and gave her notice through 
hia solicitors to leave the pre mises before 17th January, and threat ning to 
eject her on her failure to do so. 


Held, that there is not an absolute right in all circumstances for one parly 
fo a matrimonial suit to remain in the matrimonial home, but each case muat 
he dealt with ace ording to its own circumstances ; and that in this case the 
husband's offer was sufficient. Injunction refused, but wife allowed her 


costs. 


This was a motion by the wife, who was the petitioner in a suit for 
restitution of conjugal rights for an injunction restraining the respondent 
from preventing her from living at 51 The Avenue, Surbiton, and from 
taking her property or otherwise molesting her. The respondent witadrew 
from cohabitation with the petitioner at the matrimonial home in October, 
1920. On Sth January, 1921, the petitioner, who continued to live at the 
matrimonial home, presented a petition for restitution of conjugal rights 
and on the same day the respondent's solicitor wrote to her solicitor that 
the respondent did not intend to live with his wife again. The solicitor 
ulded that it was the respondent's intention to return to his house and 
that the petitioner must leave at once. The respondent offered to 
illow her £5 a week. The respondent, by his answer to the petition, 
denied that he had left the petitioner without just cause. On Ith 
January, in a further letter, the respondent's solicitor gave the 
petitioner notice to leave the premises before 17th January, saying that if 
she did not do so, steps would be taken to eject her. Counsel cited Callaby 
v. Callaby and Perowne (37 T.L.R. 241) and Northledge v. Northledge 
(70 L.T. 815), but stated that there was no case directly in point. 

Hitt, J., in the course of his judgment, said : This is a motion to restrain 
® husband from turning his wife out of the matrimonial home. The suit 
is for restitution of conjugal rights, and all sorts of charges are made against 
the wife. There is a great controversy on the affidavits, and the husband 
says that he is justified in refusing further cohabitation because of the drunken 
habits of his wife. This the wife denies. At present there is a matrimonial 
home, and the wife is there. The husband wishes to live there, and says 
that the children are at school and that he desires them to come home there for 
the holidays, and that it would be undesirable for the wife to be there at 
that time. The application is to restrain the husband, and it is said the 
Court cannot do otherwise than grant an injunction, as the wife has an 
absolute right to remain in the matrimonial home until the hearing of the 
case, or at any rate, until the amount of the alimony has been settled. 
There is a petition for alimony pendente lite to be heard, and an order for 
discovery has been made. The wife alleges that her husband has an income 
of £1,200. He says that his income is £500, and he has offered the wife 
an allowance of £5 per week, suggesting accommodation at a boarding-house 
at Brighton. It is not controverted on the affidavits that the wife’s mother 
and her sister have offered accommodation. The wife insists on remaining 
where she is, and she states that, whatever the Court says, she will remain. 
It is clear these two people are at daggers drawn, and there is an acute 
controversy between them, which I cannot determine to-day, whether the 
wife is a drunkard or a reclaimed drunkard. What is to be done in the 
meanwhile ? Lam not at all prepared to assent to the proposition that there 
is an absolute right in all circumstances for one party to a matrimonial 
suit to remain in the matrimonial home. That is a matter for the Court 
to deal with according to the circumstances of the case. The husband's 
offer is a sufficient offer. Iam not prejudging the facts: the offer may be 
proportionate to the husband's income, or again, his income may be larger 
than he suggests. There would be grave trouble if I grant this injunction : 
and on the facts of the case, and regarding myself as entitled to deal with 
each case on its own facts, | refuse to grant the relief for which the wife 
asks. She would show herself sensible if she took herself elsewhere. Inthe 
circumstances the application was not an unreasonable one, and I grant the 
wife her costs,—Counsrt, Clifford Mortimer for wife; J. B. Melville for 
husband. Soxscrrors, J. Carnegie for wife ; Ewart Craigen for husband. 


[Reported by C. G. TaLbot-Possonby, Barrister-at-Law.] 
High Court, Ireland—King’s 
Bench Division. 

THE KING v. JOHN ALLEN—Divisional Court. 24th February. 


MarriaAL LAWw—WAR ACTUALLY RAGING—JURISDICTION OF CiviIL CouRTS 
TO INTERFERE WITH SENTENCE OF MiniTaRy Court. 
While war is actually raging a ivil Court haa no jurisdiction lo interfere 
with the verdict of a Military Court notwithstanding that the capital sentence has 
been pronounced and is about to be inflicted for an offence not liable to such 





punishment under the Criminal Law. But when peace is restored, the Cour 
has jurisdiction to consider the propriety of the sentence unless the conduct 
of the military authorities has been covered by an Act of Indemnity. 


Ex parte D. ¥F. Marais (1902, A.C. 109) applied. 
Wolfe Tone’s Case (27 St. Tr. 214) considered. 


This case was argued on the 11th and 12th ult. before the court, consisting 
of Molony, L.C.J., Mr. Justice Gibson, Mr. Justice Gordon, Mr. Justice 
Samuels, and Mr. Justice Moore. It had come before the court on notice 
to the Crown on an application on behalf of John Allen, Bank-place, 
Tipperary, for a writ of prohibition directed to General Macready directing 
him not to confirm or permit the carrying out of a sentence of death by a 
military court before which John Allen had been charged with the possession 
of a revolver, ammunition and a book entitled “* Night Fighting’; for a 
writ of habeas corpus directed to the Governor of the Military Detention 
Camp, Victoria Barracks, Cork, where John Allen was detained ; and for 
a writ of certiorari to quash the proceedings of the military court. 

The Lorp Curer Justice, delivering the unanimous judgment of the 
court, referred to the proclamation of 10th December of the Lord Lieutenant 
proclaiming the counties of Cork, Tipperary, Kerry, and Limerick, and the 
cities of Cork and Limerick, to be under martial law, and calling upon all 
loyal and well-affected subjects to aid in upholding and maintaining the 
peace and the supremacy and authority of the Crown, and to obey and 
conform to all orders and regulations of the military authorities issued by 
virtue of that proclamation, which was followed in December by a proclama- 
tion of General Macready who, after referring to the existence of a state 
of armed insurrection, ordered, amongst other things, that all arms, ammuni- 
tion, and explosives in possession of any person not a member of His 
Majesty's naval, military, air, or police forces, or who was not in possession 
of a permit, should be surrendered by the 27th December, to such persons 
and at such places as were directed, and that after that date any unauthor- 
ised person found in possession of arms, ammunition, or explosives would 
be liable, on conviction by a military court, to suffer death, The judgment 
proceeded to state that on 19th January John Allen was arrested near 
Tipperary town, and there was found in his possession a revolver, sixteen 
rounds of revolver ammunition, and a book purporting to be an official 
publication of the Irish Republican Army, entitled “ Night Fighting.” A 
summary of evidence against him was taken at Cork in his presence on 
2nd February, and on the following day he was served with a charge sheet 
charging him with being improperly in possession of arms and ammunition, 
and of a document prejudicial to the restoration of order in Ireland. The 
charge sheet was in the form applicable to offences against the Restoration 
of Order in Ireland Regulations, but contained at the bottom of it a state- 
ment that the accused was “to be tried by military court.” He was 
accordingly tried before four officers purporting to act as a military court, 
on the 9th February, and after oral evidence had been given, and the 
proclamation of the 10th December last put in evidence, he was found 
guilty and sentenced to death. The President of the court utilised 
Form 3996, intended for courts-martial, for the purpose of informing the 
prisoner of the sentence altering, however, his description from “ President 
of the court-martial” to “ President of military court.” An objection 
was handed in for the accused submitting that the proclamation relied on 
by the prosecution was invalid in so far as it purported to give the court 
power to impose sentence on the accused other than a sentence authorised 
by the common or statute law for the offence charged and that the accused 
was not a person subject to military law. If the accused was being tried 
by a field general court-martial the objection would have been a formidable 
one! as the accused could not have been sentenced to death by a court- 
martial in proceedings taken under the provisions of the Restoration of 
Order in Ireland Act, 1920, and the regulations made in pursuance thereof 
in respect of the offence with which he was charged. It was, however, 
clear that the accused was tried by a military court, acting under Sir Nevil 
Macready’s authority, as Commander-in-Chief of His Majesty's Forces in 
Ireland, in the enforcement of martial law. 

The case, the Lord Chief Justice continued, was very fully and ably 
argued in that court of King’s Bench. It was the sacred duty of that court 
to protect the lives and liberties of all his Majesty's subjects, and to see 
that no one suffered loss of life or liberty save under the laws of the country ; 
but when the subjects of the King rose in armed insurrection and the conflict 
was still raging, it was no less their duty not to interfere with the officers 
of the Crown in taking such steps as they deemed necessary to quell the 
insurrection and to restore peace and order and the authority of the law. 
In the present case the issue was clearly knit. John Allen came to court 
for relief, on the ground that he had been tried by a court not recognised 
by law, and sentenced to a punishment not authorised by law. Sir Nevil 
Macready, on the other hand, said that by virtue of his authority 4s 
Commander-in-Chief, acting in the execution of martial law, proceedings 
were taken in the case of John Allen, and that the charges against him were 
duly and properly tried by a military court under his authority and that 
John Allen was now held in custody under his authority and not otherwise. 
He justified his action on the ground that actual war was still raging, 
and that the steps taken by him were necessary for the suppression of the 
insurrection and for the maintenance of good order, and that consequently 
that court had no jurisdiction to interfere. 

Four QuEsTIONs. 
The court proposed to deal with four questions :— 
(1) Was there a state of war in the area included in the Lord-Lieutenant 8 
proclamation justifying the application of martial law ¢ 





Mar 


—_—_ 


(2) 
with 
(3) 
of ju 
(4) 
regal 
regul 
mino 
the a 
As re 
of Sir } 
In pro 
Oglac,’ 
or unde 
that w: 
and rel 
by any 
conclus 
state of 
of Johr 
As re 
in Eng 
lordshi 
insurge 
consist 
which 
“The 
uniforr 
guerillz 
tions, | 
often r 
forces ' 
citizen: 
in Sir ! 
bound, 
and re: 
martia 
while 1 
acts do 
might | 
to hav 
of the 
of Ind 
As r 
Tone’s 
Wolfe 
subject 
Repub 
arms a 
under | 
ing fix 
for a ' 
missio; 
cogniz 
capaci 
withot 
was e\ 
decide 
any dk 
person 
courts 
then 
Cranw 
prevai 
so that 
to the 
course 
plated 
did ne 
where 
the or 
war d 
civilia 
Lord I 
Lord ] 
Lord ( 
fact tl 
their « 
case h 
emplo 
net po 
As 
admin 
of the 
Steph 
execut 
their 
Halsb 






duct 


sting 
stice 
otice 
lace, 
cling 
bya 
SiON 
ora 
ition 


i for 


the 
nant 
| the 
n all 
the 
and 
| by 
ma- 
tate 
uni- 
His 
sion 
ons 
10r- 
yuld 
ent 
ear 
een 
cial 

A 
on 
eet 
on, 
The 
lon 
te - 
\ a8 
irt, 
the 
nd 
sed 
the 
nt 
on 
on 





March 5, 1921 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





[Vol. 65.] 359 








= 

(2) What were the powers of the Executive Government in dealing 
with an armed insurrection ? 

(3) Could the military court act, having regard to the fact that courts 
of justice in the area were open ? 

(4) Could the military court impose a sentence of death, (A) having 
regard to the provisions of the Restoration of Order Act, 1920, and the 
regulations made thereunder, and the Firearms Act, 1920, which imposed 
minor penalties for the same offence ; (B) having regard to the fact that 
the accused was not caught in actual conflict or fresh pursuit. 

As regards the first question, it was necessary to refer to the affidavit 
of Sir Nevil Macready, which described the nature of the present rebellion 
In proof of his statement that a state of war exists he referred to * Ant 
Oglac,” copies of which had been found from time to time in the possession 
or under the control of members of the rebel army, in which it was stated 
that war exists between England and Ireland. In view of the facts stated 
and relied on by Sir Nevil Macready, and which had not been contradicted 
by any affidavit on behalf of prisoner, it was impossible not to come to th 
conclusion that at the time of the Lord-Lieutenant’s proclamations a 
state of war actually existed and continued to exist at the time of the arrest 
of John Allen, and since then down to the present time. 

As regards the second question, having referred to outbreaks of rebellion 
in England and Ireland and the various statutes dealing with them, his 
lordship said that unlike the armed insurrections of the past where the 
insurgents met the Crown forces in actual battle, the present insurrection 
consisted exclusively of warfare of a guerilla character, the nature of 
which was explained by Sir Nevil Macready in the following words ; 
“The scheme of the said warfare does not entail fighting in distinctive 
uniforms, or in accordance with the laws of war, but under a system of 
guerilla attacks in which inhabitants, apparently pursuing peaceful occupa- 
tions, constantly come together and carry out guerilla operations, which 
often result in the death of, or serious injuries to, members of His Majestys’ 
forces and police at the hands of the people, who are posing as peaceful 
citizens.”” During the continuance of such a state of affairs as was described 
in Sir Nevil Macready’s affidavit, the Government was entitled, and indeed 
bound, to repel force by force, and thereby to put down the insurrection 
and restore public order. It was also clear on the authorities that when 
martial law was imposed and the necessity for it existed, or, in other words 
while war was still raging, that court had no jurisdiction to question any 
acts done by the military authorities, although after the war was over persons 
might be made liable civilly and criminally for any act which they were proved 
to have done in excess of what was reasonably required by the necessities 
of the case, unless these acts had in the meantime been covered by an Act 
of Indemnity. 

As regards Question 3: This point was raised in a neat form in Wolfe 
Tone’s case (supra), but in consequence of his death was never decided. 
Wolfe Tone was charged with high treason in that he, being a natural born 
subject of the King, had traitorously entered into the service of the French 
Republic, then at open war with His Majesty, and had been taken bearing 
arms against His King and country. He was tried by court-martial acting 
under martial law and was convicted and sentenced to death. On the morn- 
ing fixed for his execution Mr. Curran applied to the court of King’s Bench 
for a writ of habeas corpus on the ground that Wolfe Tone had no com 
mission under His Majesty and that, therefore, no court-martial could have 
cognizance of any crime imputed to him while the King’s Bench sat in the 
capacity of the great criminal court of the law. The court granted the writ 
without argument, but in consequence of the death of the prisoner no return 
was ever made to it, and the question was, therefore, never discussed or 
decided. The Irish Parliament, however, in the following year removed 
any doubt which might have existed on the point by specially enacting that 
persons might be punished according to martial law whether the erdinary 
courts of justice should or should not at such time be open. In 1838 the 
then Attorney and Solicitor-General, Sir R. M. Rolfe, afterwards Lord 
Cranworth, gave an opinion, in reference to the state of anarchy then 
prevailing in Canada, to the effect that when the regular courts were open 
so that criminals might be delivered over to them to be dealt with according 
to the ordinary law, there was not any right in the Crown to adopt any other 
course of procedure. It might, however, be doubte d whether they contem. 
plated suchasystem of guerilla warfare as that now described. The matter 
did nor arise again for decision until the case of Kx parle Marais (supra), 
where it was strenuously urged by Mr. Haldane that once it appeared that 
the ordinary course of law could be and was being maintained, a state of 
war did not exist, and martial law in that case could not be applied to 
civilians. The Board, however, which consisted of the Lord Chancellor, 
Lord Halsbury, Lord MacNaghten, Lord Shand, Lord Davy, Lord Robertson, 
Lord Lindley, and Sir Henry de Villiers, did not accept this view ; and the 
Lord Chancellor, in giving judgment, laid it down in clear language that the 
fact that for some purposes some tribunals had been “ permitted to pursue 
their ordinary course was not conclusive that war was not raging.” This 
case had, no doubt, been criticised on the ground that some of the language 
employed in the judgment was too wide, but it was a clear authority for the 
het point it decided, and they must give effect to it. 

As regards Question 4: In considering any question arising out of the 
administration of martial law by military courts, they must not lose sight 
of the fact that they were not in strictness courts at all, but, as Mr. Justice 
Stephen said : “* Merely committees formed for the purpose of carrying into 
execution the discriminating powers assumed by the Government.’ And 
their position could not be more accurately stated than it was by Lor 
Halsbury in Tilonko y. The Attorney-General of Natal (1907, A.C. 93), where 
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A MAN with an earned income of £1,000 a year can 
save {24 15s. per annum by taking out the 20-year 
Investment-Insurance Policy issued by the Sun Life 
Assurance Company of Canada. He is offered relief— 
by the Government—of that amount of Income Tax. 

Even without such allowance, this Investment- 
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and safest methods of providing for dependants and 
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Investment with Insurance. A large capital sum is 
secured immediately for the policy holder’s dependants 
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dependants will receive in the event of his death not 
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he said: “If there is war there is the right to repel force by force ; but it 
is found convenient and decorous from time to time to authorise what are 
illed irts’ to administer punishments and to restrain by acts of 
repression the violence that is committed in time of war—instead of leaving 
such punishments and repression to the casual action of persons acting 
without sufficient consultation, or without sufficient order or regularity in 
the procedure in which things alleged to have been done are proved, But to 
sttempt to make these proceedings by so-called courts-martial administer 
ing summary justice under the supervision of a military commander 
analogous to the regular proceedings of Courts of Justice w us quite illusory.’ ’ 


rhe proceedings of a military court derived their sole justification and 
authority from the existence of actual rebellion and the duty of doing what- 
ever might be necessary to quell it and to restore peace and order, 

The affidavit of Sir Nevil Macready dated the rebellion back to the 
Ist July last. Mr. Healy and Mr. Lynch, however, referred to the Restora- 
tion of Order in Ireland Act, 1920, which received the Royal Assent on the 
Yth August, 1920, and to the Firearms Act, 1920, which received the Royal 
Assent on the 16th August, 1920, a week later, and pointed out that by the 
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regulations made under the former Act the severest penalty that could be 
immunition was 
if 


imposed by a court-martial for the keeping of firearms or 
penal servitude, and under the latter Act a sentence three months 
imprisonment in England or two years in Ireland, the penalty being obviousy 
increased in Ireland in consequence of the state of the intry Phey 
consequent! wrgued, with force, that Parliament, in the 
Restoration of Order in Ireland Act, 1920, and the Firearms A t, 1920, 
assumed that the penalties enacted by these Acts would be sufficient t cope 
with the state of disorder then existing. and whi h, according to the affidavit 
of Sir Nevil Macready, at that time and for some time previously had 
lo this it was answer 


considerable 


amounted to rebellion d that the danger grew and 
hecame more urgent, and culminated in the cruel and inhuman shooting 
ded the 
1920, both, it 


It was further argued 


down of the sixteen cadets near Macroom, which immediately prec 
issue Of the proclamations of the 10th and 12th December. 
was to be noted, made when Parliament was sitting 
that the infliction of a death without statutory authority was 
abhorrent to the spirit of the Constitution, 
that a special statutory court-martial should sit, with limited capacity, to 


entence 


ind that it was obviously wrong 


try one man for the improper possession of arms, and at the same time and 
place a military court should sit to try another man for similar offence and 
crime, and 
even depriving the accused of the legal safeguards which he would have had 
under the Restoration of Order in Lreland Act 2 (1), if he had been charged 
before a court-martial with a crime punishable by death. The objection 
was one rather for the consideration of Parliament than for this court, 
which could not “ durante bello,” control the military authorities, o1 question 
wny sentence imposed in the exercise of martial law, and it should be borne 
in mind that Sir Nevil Macready in his affidavit, made, as the court must 


should be capable of converting a minor offence into a capital 


assume, under a full sense of his official responsibility, swore that he con 
sidered it absolutely essential in order to put an end to the terrible murders, 
now 80 frequent, and for the suppression of the insurrection, that the 
unlawful carrying or possession of arms or other lethal weapons in the martial 
It seemed « mmpetent, if war exists, 


for the military authorities to use special military court machine ry, and to 


law area should be punished by death. 
impose any sentence, even death, without being disabled, in another case, 
from applying procedure of a more moderate and limited character or vice 
versa. When peace cess of what necessity required 
might require the protection of indemnifying legislation. But while war 
was raging, as Sir Nevil Macready described, this court had no jurisdiction 
to interfere. There was no doubt that during the continuance of war a 
rebel guilty of treason may be slain in actual conflict or in fresh pursuit. 
Mr. Healy admitted this, but contended that when a prisoner he must be 
Whatever might be the legal position of 
s quelled, it was quite clear that during the continuance 


vas restored, acts in 


tried as a civilian 
when the rebellion w 
of hostilities, and whil 
tre for the decision of the military authoriti that they may either try the 
prisoner by military court at one post pone the trial toa future 
date, which would usually be in the interests of the prisoner. 

It is also,” concluded the Lord Chief Justice, * we think, clear that once 
ace is restored any prisoners in custody under sentence of a military court, 
court-martial, would have to be discharged, 


prisoners 


martial law exists, the necessities of the situation 


or they may 


ws distinct from a statutory 
in Act was passed such as the Indemnity Act, 1920, 


unless in the meantime ! 
which bry 


by military 


> validates ar entence passed, judgment given, or order mad 
ourt in connection with the late war, with, however, a provision 
ma person upon whom the sentence has been passed 
submitted to the Judve Advocats 
General for his opinion and report in like manner and in the like cases as if 
the sentence were a sentence passed by a military court-martial under the 
Army Act. After giving full weight and anxious consideration to the 
powerful arguments which were addressed to us by Mr. Healy and Mr. 
Lynch, we have come to the conclusion that in this case we have no juris 
iliction to interfere with the proceedings or sentence of the Military Court, 
md that, consequently, we must refuse the application, Counse.: 7. M. 
Healy, K.C., Lyne h, K.C., and D. B, Sullivan, for Allen + the 
(Mr. Denis Henry, K.C., M.P.), Mr. Serjeant Hanna, and Mr. Lipsett 
(instructed by the Chief Crown Solicitor) for the Crown. Soxscrrors ; 
Daniel Boudren ; Chief Crown Solicitor. 


From the Freeman's Journal 


that any petition 
by anv such military court shall I 


IHlorney freneral 





[In Parliament. 

Bills Presented and in Progress. 

lu the House of Commons on 23rd February, Si 

presented the Coroners (Remuneration) Bill (second reading Ist March) 
(Bill 24). 

On the same day Mr. Clynes presented the Prevention of Unemployment 
Bill (second reading 2nd March) (Bill 25) 

On the same day the Unemployment Insurance Act (1920) Amendment 
Bill was read a second time, and on 24th February was considered in 
Committee and read a third time. It was read a second time in the House 
of Lords on Ist March and committed to a Committee of the whole House. 

On 28th February Mr. Forrest presented the Banks (Official Auditing) 
Bill (second reading [8th March) (Bill 26). 


Thomas Bramsdou 


In the House of Lords on Ist March the Local Elections (Proportional 
Representation) Bill was considered in Committee, and various amendments 
agreed to. 











Questions. 
JUVENILE OFFENDERS. 

Major Guiyy (Stirling) asked the Home Secretary what were the figures 
of entry of male and female juvenile offenders into the Borstal institutions 
in England and Wales in 1918, 1919 and 1920; and whether, seeing that 
in the opinion of the Committees of those institutions, from evidence of 
the police courts, there is every reason to believe that criminal ideas are 
inculcated into the minds of children by the character of some films that 
now pass the Censorship Committee, the Home Office will obtain reports 
from prison authorities and police court magistrates in London and the 
provinces as to what their opinion is of the present censorship of cinema 
films ? 

Mr. Suorrr: The numbers were, in 1918, 525 males and 87 females: 
in 1919, 587 males and 98 females; in 1920, 704 males and 76 females. 
There is no evidence that the increase in the number of males which has 
followed demobilisation is due to the influence of cinematograph films 
It is obvious that the production of sensational films cannot exercise a 
wholesome influence on young people, but inquiries that have been made 
from time to time have found very little definite evidence to show that 
crime can be directly attributed to such films. The Chief Magistrate also 
informs me that no evidence of this kind has come under his notice 

(22nd February.) 


TWENTY-FOUR HOUR CLOCK. 

Viscount Curzon (Battersea South) asked the Home Secretary whether 
uny decision has been come to with reference to the general use of the 
24-hour clock ? 

Mr. Suortr: His Majesty's Government has decided not to take any 
steps at present for the adoption of the 24-hour system in this country. 

(22nd February.) 


REVENUE BILL. 

Mr. G. Locker-Laupson (Wood Green) asked the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer when it is proposed to introduce the Revenue Bill ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN I hope to introduce the Bill at an early date, but 
I am not able to name a day. 

Mr. Locker-Lampson: May the House take it that this Bill will be 

iken downstairs, and not sent up to Grand Committee ? 

Mr. Cuampertars : No, I shall ask the House to send it upstairs. That 
is the only hope of passing it. If the House treats it as a contentious 
measure it will not be proceeded with. (22nd February.) 

INCOME TAX. 
Mr. G. Barker (Abertillery) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer, im 
Vie of the fact that he has decided to repeal the Excess Profits Duty, if 
he will also repeal the tax on earned incomes below £500 per annum, so 
that carners of small incomes may be afforded some relief from the present 
direct and indirect taxation ? 

Mr. CuaMBerRLAIN: Lam not able to adopt this suggestion. 

Mr. J. Davison (Smethwick) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
whether a person paying income tax is entitled to any rebate if he marris 
luring any period of the financial year; and, if not, whether he can take 

ny steps to remove this anomaly ? 

Mr. Cuampercain: A taxpayer marrying in the course of the Income 

ir of assesement is entitled to claim for that vear the increased 
il allowance of £225 applicable in the casc of a married mar. 
(22m February.) 


EXCESS PROFITS DUTY. 

Mr. Texreit (Chippenham) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer the 
amount which has been received this year in respect of Excess Profits Duty ; 
the amount which has been paid in respect of re-claims ; and an estimate 
of the outstanding liability for re-claims ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: After providing some £10,100,000 for refunds and 
some £950,000 for interest on prepayment, the net amount of Excess Profits 
Duty paid into the Exchequer from Ist April, 1920, to 19th February, 1921, 
was £191,194,000. I am not yet in a position to forecast either the total 
amount of refunds still to be made or the aggregate net amount of duty 
still remaining to be received by the Exchequer. 

Mr. Hotmes asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether the 
proposals as to the valuation of stocks for the purpose of Excess Profits 
Duty contained in the White Paper (Cd. 8623) issued in 1917 by which a 
period will be allowed in which to ascertain by actual realisation the value 
of the stock appearing in the accounts at the end of the last accounting 
period and an allowance made from the profits of that period for any 
difference between the valuation and the amount realised are to be acted 
upon; and, if so, whether the period proposed will be two years from the 
3lst December, 1920, for all businesses ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: As at present advised I intend to put forward in due 
course proposals for giving effect to the principle of the concession set out 
in the White Paper and referred to by the hon. Member, but I do not wish 
to commit myself as to details at the present time. (22nd February.) 

PEACE TREATIES. BRITISH CLAIMS. 

Mr. Hoop (Wimbledon) asked the President of the Board of Trade 

whether he is aware that a large number of debts due from German nationals 
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to British nationals were collected by the Treuhander during the War ; 
and whether, under the Treaty of Peace with [Germany, these debts can be 
claimed under Article 296, or whether the creditor must claim under 
(Clause 297 ? 
Sir P. LLoyp-Greame: I am aware of the fact stated in the first part of 
the question. As regards the second part, I am advised that debts collected | 
by the Treuhander under German war emergency legislation have thereby | 
lost their character of debts and become proceeds of liquidation, and as 


such are claimable under Article 297 at pre-War rate of exchange. 
(23rd February.) 


PRINTED PACKETS (CHEQUES) 

Sir H. Nievp (Ealing) asked the Postmaster-General why he concedes 
to the mercantile community and others the right to transmit their accounts 
and other business statements, invoices, &c., by }d. post when in an unsealed 
envelope, and in like manner permits the same documents to be returned 
recoipted, but should charge letter rate when the account is returned accom 
panied by a cheque under the same conditions ; and, if there is no definite 
rule on the subject, will he circulate such a direction in order that there 
may be universality and continuity in the treatment of such letters ? 

Mr. Intrncwortu: It has long been a definite rule both of the Postal 
Union and of the British Postal Administration that no article which, like 
a cheque, is indicative of a monetary value shall be sent in a packet which, | 
like a printed packet, must be left open to inspection in order thadfit may be 
possible to discover whether or not the regulations applicable to the reduced 
rate of postage have been complied with. Any paper money found in a 
printed packet, therefore, renders the printed packet liable to surcharge 


as an underpaid letter, and possibly to compulsory registration as well. 
(23rd February.) 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH (MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS) BILL. 





Mr. Ormspy- Gore (Siafford) asked the Minisi« of Health whether he 


proposes to re-introduce the Ministry of Health (Miscellaneous Provisions) | 
Bill in the form in which it was rejected by the House of Lords last Session ; 
and, if so, when ? 

Dr. ADDISON: I propose to introduce as a separate Billthe Housing portion 
of the Bill of last Session. IL am not at present in a position to state the 


course that will be taken with regard to the other portions of the Bill. 
(23rd February. ) 


SUMMER.-TIME, 


Mr. Roper (Ratherulen) asked the Home Secretary if the Government 
summer time thi 


has come to a decision regarding the introduction of 
year; and, if the decision is in the aflirmative, from what date will it 
operate 7 

Mr. Suortr: The Government proposes to introduce summer time this 
year from midnight on Saturday-Sunday, the 2nd-3rd April, to midnight 


v1 Sunday Monday, the 2nd-3rd October. (23rd February.) 





SUMMARY JURISDICTION (MARRIED WOMEN’S) ACT. 


Mr. CHarces Epwaros (Bedwellty) asked the Minister of Health whether 
he will take immediate steps to amend paragraph (c) of s. 5 of the Summary 
Jurisdiction (Married Women’s) Act, 1895, so that the £2 mentioned 
therein be amended so as to make it correspond more nearly to the cost of 
living, and which is now altogether disproportionate to the wages earned or 
capable of being earned at present ? 

Mr. Suorrr: My right hon. Friend has asked me to reply to this question. 
An Act was passed last Session providing that, in addition to the £2, a 
husband may now be ordered to pay for the support of his wife, he may also 
be ordered to pay 10s. a week for each child. 


(24th February.) 


CHEMICAL WARFARE. 

Lieut-Commander Younc (Norwich) asked the Prime Minister whether 
any communication has been received by His Majesty's Government from 
the League of Nations about the use of gas or other poisonous substances 
in warfare ; and, if so, to what effect ? 

Mr. CoampBercats : The question of chemical warfare has, it is understood, 
been considered by the Permanent Advisory Commisssion of the League of 
Nations for Military, Naval and Air questions, but the League has not yet 
communicated any definite pronouncement on the subject. 

(24th February,) 


EXECUTIONS 
Major C. Lowrner (Cumberland) asked the Home Secretary how many | 
persons under the age of 21 were executed in England and Wales in thi 
years 1918, 1919, and 19207 
Mr. Suortt: One in 1919; none in 1918 and 1920. 
BANKING. 
Lieut.-Commander Hitton Youno (Norwich) asked the President of 
the Board of Trade whether there are any powers under which the use of 
the word “ bank” in the name of a company or firm can be restricted or 
regulated ; and, if so, whether any exercise of those powers is contemplated ? 


(24th February.) 





— «+ 





Tue Presipent or THE Boarp or Trap (Sir Robert Horne): The only 
restriction of the use of the word * bank ” in the name ofa company or firm 
is that contained in s.2 of the Moneylenders Act, 1911, whereby itis enacted 
that no person shall be registered as a moneylender under any name 
including the word “ bank” or under any name implying that he carries 
on banking business. 

Sir Fortescue FLaAnNery (Maldon): Can the right hon. 
say if legislation will be introduced dealing with this question ? 

Sir R. Horne: I shall very carefully msider, especially in view of 
ion will be possible, but Lam quite clearly of 
of the word “ bank.’ 


gentleman 


ecent happenings, what levis! 
opinion that it cannot be done by 
it must be done in regard to such investigations and regulations as may be 
made with regard to the carrving on of banking business. 

Sir F. Frannery: Assuming that that is the proper policy, do the 
Ciovernment mean to introduce a Bill? 

Sir R. Horne: Lam at present in consultation with the 


upon the question 


estricting the use 


leading bankers 
(28th February). 


CENTRAL PROFITEERING COMMITTEE. 
Sir Kerru Fraser (Harborough) asked the President of the Board of 
rade whether the Central Profitecring Committee is still continuing its 
investigations into the profits of various trades and industries ; what is the 
wt of this Department; and whether, 


total staff « mpl rved, and the annual « 
need for economy, he proposes to 


in view of existing conditions and the 
down this Department at any early date ? 
rhe answer to the first part 
iffirmative. The Central Committee, established under the Profiteering 
Acts, employ a staff which at present numbers 79, and the cost for the 
, 1921, was £34,176 6s. (not including 


Clos 


Sir R. Horne of the question is in the 


twelve months ending the 3ist January 
stationery, othee rent ind lighting 
19th Mav next, and in the meantime in « wrying out the work of the 


I} Profiteering Act expire on the 


(‘ommittee every regard is had to the necessity for economy 

Mr. Kiney (Stepney Is it proposed to terminate the existence of this 
Committee on the 19th May 

Sir R. Horne: As it at present stands, the Act ceases au omatically on 


the 19th May (28th February.) 


INCREASE OF RATES. 
Leader of the House 


Sir D. Macuran (Midlothian): May I ask the 
of Government Bills, 


whether, in view of the delay in production 
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the Government have considered the Report of the Committee which was 
et up to inquire into the increase of rates occasioned by legislation, and if so 
what action they propose to take ? 

Mr. Bonar Law: I have examined the recommendations of the Com- 
mittee and I think it would be desirable to adopt them. I am having 
inquiry made as to the st ps which it would be necessary to take for that 
purpose, (28th February.) 


BUSINESS PREMISES. 


Lieut.-Colonel Hurst (Moss Side) asked the Prime Minister whether it is 
intended to adopt all or any of the recommendations of the Select Com 
mittee on Busine Premises; and, if whether he will consider the 
necessity of passing any Bill founded thereon before the expiration of 
the existing statutory protection of business premises ? 

Tur Prime Minister: The Government have decided not to introduce 
any legislation on this subject and to allow the existing legislation to expire 
on the date mentioned in the Act. (28th February.) 


WINE ORDERS (PREPAYMENT). 


Major Hamitron (Altrincham) asked the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department why the old war-time regulation that cash has to be paid to a 
wine merchant before delivery of the goods ordered is still maintained ; and 
when he hopes to be able to restore liberty in such matters to the people of 
this country 

Tue Secretary or State vor tue Home Department (Mr.Shortt) : 
Like another question with which the Prime Minister dealt last Wednesday, 
this is a matter which will come up for consideration on the proposed 
Licensing Bill. (Ist March.) 


TURNOVER TAX. 

Mr. Hienam (Islington, South) asked the Chancellor of the Ex: hequer 
what investigations he has made into the merits and demerits of the 
Turnover Tax; whether he will reconsider his decision re introducing a 
Turnover Tax to relieve the present Income Tax ; and, if not, will he stat 
what are the conclusions which he has arrived at which make it impossible 
for him to introduce a tax on turnover, particularly in view of the fact that 
the Belgian Finance Minister is introducing a tax on turnover in his next 
Budget, and that the Finance Minister of Canada says that the tax has been 
favourably received by the business community and the public generally, 
and the Inland Revenue Department of Canada has found that the tax 
may be administered and controlled without undue cost or effort ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: My predecessors and I have carefully considered 
the merits and demerits of a turnover tax on more than one occasion. I 
cannot, of course, enter upon them in reply to a question, but I may say 
that, whatever be the merits of such a tax, I do not consider the present 
moment favourable for introducing a new tax on trading transactions. 

Mr. Artuur Micnarn Samven (Farnham): Is not the right hon. gentle 
man aware that the British industrial community is by no means unanimous 
in the view that it would like to have a turnover tax ” 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: I have never known the British community to be 
unanimous in favour of anything. (Ist March.) 


AGRICULTURE} ACT, {1920. 


Mr. PretyMan (Chelmsford) asked the Minister of Agriculture what is 
the power conferred by this section referred to in s. 31 of the Agriculture 
Act, 1920 ? 

Sir R. Sanpers: The power referred to is the power of dele ation which 
can be exercised by the Agricultural Committee, but not by a sub-committee 
of that Committee. 

Mr. PretyMan asked the Minister of Agriculture secing that the repeal 
of s. 11 of the Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908, by the Agriculture Act, 1920, 
will apparently deprive tenants, under notice to quit at Lady Day next, of 
compensation to which they were entitled under the section already referred 
to, what action does he propose to take to remedy the matter ? 

Sir R. Sanpers: Section 38 of the Interpretation Act, 1889, preserves 
rights and liabilities acquired or incurred under a repealed enactment and 
enables them to be enforced as if the repealing Act had not been passed. 
This seems to meet the difliculty suggested by the hon. member. 


New Orders, &c. 


Orders in Council. 
THE TREATY OF PEACE (AMENDMENT) ORDER, 1921. 


Whereas in pursuance of the powers conferred on Him by the Treaty of 
Peace Act, 1919, His Majesty in Council was pleased to make the Treaty 
of Peace Order, 1919 (hereinafter referred to as the “ principal Order’): — 

And whereas the principal Order was amended by the Treaty of Peac: 
(Amendment) Order, 1920, and the Treaty of Peace (Amendment) (No. 2) 
Order, 1920: 

And whereas it is expedient that the principal Order as so amended should 
be further amended in manner hereinafter appearing : 

Now, therefore, His Majesty, by and with the advice of His Privy Council, 
is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows :-— 

1. After Paragraph (X XI) of Article one of the principal Order there shall 
be inserted the following paragraph : 

“(XXII (a)). The Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs and 
Trade Marks shall have power and shall be deemed to have had power, 
as from the coming into force of the Treaty, in cases where patents and 
designs are revived under the provisions of Article 307 of the Treaty, 
to impose such conditions as he may deem reasonably necessary for the 
protection of persons who have manufactured or made use of the subject. 
matter of such patents or designs while the rights had lapged.”’ 

2. This Order may be cited as the Treaty of Peace (Amendment) Order, 
1921, and the principal Order, the Treaty of Peace (Amendment) Order, 
1920, the Treaty of Peace (Amendment) (No. 2) Order, 1920, and this Orde 
may be cited together as the Treaty of Peace Orders, 1919 to 1921. 

14th February. (Gazelle, 22nd February 


The Egypt (Treaty of Peace, Bulgaria) Order in Council, 1921, dated 
14th February, makes provision under the Treaty of Peace with Bulgaria 
(Neuilly-sur-Seine, 27th November 1919), and the Treaties of Peace (Austria 
and Bulgaria) Act, 1920, with respect to the property of Bulgarian nationales 
in Egypt. (Gazette, 25th February. 

By an Order in Council dated 14th February the provisions of s. 91 of the 
Patents and Designs Act, 1907, as amended by the Patents and Designs 
Act, 1914, and the Patents and Designs Act, 1919, are applied to the 
Serb-Croat-Slovene State. (Gazette, 25th February. 


Treasury Notice. 
COLONIAL STOCK ACT, 1900 (63 & 64 VicrT., c. 62). 
Appition To List or Stocks uNDER 8. 2. 


Pursuant to s. 2 of the Colonial Stock Act, 1900, the Lords Commissione! 
of His Majesty's Treasury hereby give notice that the provisions of the Act 
have been complied with in respect of the undermentioned Stock registered 
or inscribed in the United Kingdom :— 

Government of the Commonwealth of Australia 6 per cent. Registere?| 

Stogk, 1931-1941. 

The restrictions mentioned in s. 2, s-s. (2) of the Trustee Act, 1893, apply 
tu the above Stock (see Colonial Stock Act, 1900, Section 2). 


Board of Trade Notice. 


RIGHTS AND INTERESTS OF GERMAN NATIONALS IN PUBLI 
UTILITY UNDERTAKINGS OR CONCESSIONS LN CERTAIN 
COUNTRIES. 

Under Article 260 of the Treaty of Peace the German Government may be 

required to surrender any rights and interests of German Nationals in any 
public utility undertaking or in any concession operating in Russia (in 
cluding all the territory of the former Russian Empire), China, Turkey, 
Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria, or in the possessions or dependencies of 
these States or in any territory formerly belonging to Germany or her allies. 
The procedure contemplated is that the German Government shall be 
notified by the Reparation Commission of such of these rights and interests 
as any of the allied powers desires to acquire on behalf of its nationals, and 
that a price assessed by the Reparation Commission shall be credited in the 
German Indemnity Account in respect of the same rights and interests. 
The period within which the notification must be made to the German 
Government has been extended to April Ist next. 
The list of rights and interest furnished by the German Government 1s 
now available for inspection at the Enquiry Room of the Department of 
Overseas Trade, 35, Old Queen Street, London, 8.W.1, and any British 
subjects interested in the matter will be furnished with advice as to the 
conditions upon which any items in the list which they might desire to 
acquire could be claimed by His Majesty’s Government. 





(1st March.) 


15th February. 
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Ministry of Agriculture Order. 


THE CULTIVATION OF LANDS (TEMPORARY PROVISIONS) 
ORDER, 1920. 


Whereas under Regulation 2m of the Defence of the Realm Regulations 
and the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries Act, 1919, the Minister of 
Agriculture and Fisheries (hereinafter referred to as ‘the Minister’) is 
authorised (inter alia) to 

(a) enter on and take possession of any land which in his opinion is 
not being so cultivated as to increase, as far as practicable, the food 
supply of the country, and, after entry thereon, do all things necessary 
or desirable for the cultivation of the land or for adapting it for cultiva- 
tion ; and for such purposes enter on and take possession of any buildings 
on the land or convenient for such purposes ; 

and by Sub-section (6) of that Regulation it is provided that the Minister 
may with respect to any land or land in any district authorise any person 
or any body constituted by the Minister for the purpose to exercise on 
behalf of the Minister any of the powers of the Minister under this Regula- 
tion and prescribe the procedure of any such body, and the authentication 
of any nctice or other instrument issued by any bod y or person so authorised ; 

And whereas by Section 1 of the Defence of the Realm (Acquisition of 
Land) Act, 1916, it is provided (in effect) that it shall be lawful, subject to 
the provisions of that Act, for the Minister after the termination of the 
present war to continue in possession of land of which possession has been 
taken by or on behalf of the Minister under the Defence of the Realm 
Regulations for such period as therein mentioned, and that, whilst any 
land so continues in the possession of the Minister, the Minister may for the 
purposes of the public service exercise in relation thereto all such powers 
as were during the continuance of the war exercisable in relation thereto 
for the purpose of the defence of the realm, subject as in that Act provided ; 

And whereas by Section 30 of the Land Settlement (Facilities) Act, 
1919, it is declared that Section | of the Defence of the Realm (Acquisition 
of Land) Act, 1916, applies to land of which possession has been taken by 
the Minister under the powers conferred by the said Regulation 2 m and that 
the Minister is entitled whilst in possession by himself or any person deriving 


title under him of the land, after the termination of the present war, to 


exercise in relation thereto any of the powers conferred by that Regulation 
for such term and subject to such conditions as are mentioned in the said 
Act ; 

And whereas by Section 11 of the Corn Production Act, 1917, it is provided 
that the Minister may, with respect to any area consisting of one or more 
counties or county boroughs, authorise any body of persons constituted in 
the manner prescribed by regulations made by the Minister to exercise on 
behalf of the Minister, subject to such appeal to the Minister as may be 
prescribed by such regulations, any of the powers of the Minister under 
Part IV of that Act, and may, if he thinks fit, prescribe the procedure and 
the method of authentication of any notice or other instrument issued by 
any such body: Provided that the Regulations shall provide that the body 
80 constituted shall in the first instance consist of or comprise the persons 
who immediately before Part IV of the Act comes into operation (1.¢., the 
first day of January, nineteen hundred and twenty-one) were acting as 
members of the War Agricultural Executive Committees, if any, constituted 
under the Defence of the Realm Regulations for the counties and county 
boroughs comprised in the area ; 

And whereas Part IV of the last-mentioned Act has been amended by the 
Agriculture Act, 1920 ; 

Now it is hereby declared by the Minister that, in exercise of the powers 
hereinbefore recited and of any other power enabling him in that behalf 
the following Regulations shall take effect on the first day of January, 
nineteen hundred and twenty-one (hereinafter referred to as “* the appointed 
day’). 

Part I.—Derence or THE ReatM REGULATIONS. 


1. Constitution and powers of Agricultural Executive Commitlees.— 
(1) For each administrative county there shall, except where in relation 
to a particular county the Minister shall have otherwise directed or may 
hereafter otherwise direct, be constituted an Agricultural Executive Com- 
mittee consisting, unless the Minister by Order otherwise directs, of twelve 
members, of whom eight shall be appointed by the council of the county and 
four shall be appointed by the Minister. An Order directing that a Com- 
mittee constituted under the Cultivation of Lands (Committees) Order 
of 1919 [S.R. & O., 1919, No. 73] shall be constituted otherwise than in 
accordance with such Order shall have effect as a direction under this 
provision. 

(2) The persons who on the appointed day are members of an Agricultural 
Executive Committee constituted under any Order specified in the Schedule 
to these Regulations for any administrative county shall be the members 
of the first Agricultural Executive Committee constituted under these 
Regulations for the county and shall come into office on the appointed day. 

(3) An Agricultural Executive Committee constituted under this Regula- 
tion for any county may, in relation to any land within the county of which 
the Minister or a Committee acting on his behalf, or any person deriving 
title from the Minister or the Committee, is on the appointed day in posses- 
sion under the powers conferred by the said Regulation 2m, and so long as 
the Minister so remains in possession, exercise any of the powers conferred 
by that Regulation, subject to such conditions as are mentioned in the 
Defence of the Realm (Acquisition of Land) Act, 1916. The powers shall 
be so exercised on behalf of the Minister and at the expense of the Ministry 
but subject to such directions as to approval of expenditure or otherwise 








as may from time to time be given by the Minister : Provided that the rights 
of any person dealing with a Committee shall not be affected by any question 
as to compliance by the Committee with any directions so given. 

Part II.—Corwn Propuction Acts 

2. Powers of {gricultural Executive Committees under the Corn Production 
{ct.—(1) A Committee constituted in accordance with the provisions of 
Part I of these Regulations for any administrative county or county borough 
may on behalf of the Minister and at the expense of the Ministry, but subject 
to such terms as to approval of expenditure or otherwise as are hereinafter 
provided or may from time to time be given by the Minister, exercise within 
the county or borough, except where, as in relation to a particular county 
the Minister shall have otherwise directed or may hereafter otherwise 
direct, the powers of the Minister exercisable under Part 1V of the Corn 
Production Act, 1917, as amended by the Agriculture Act, 1920 (except as 
hereinafter provided), and for such purpose the Committee may, subject 
as aforesaid, appoint such officers and incur such expenses as the Committee 
may ‘ onsider nec essary or expedient. 

(2) Nothing in this Regulation, or in any Order made by the Minister 
before the date of this Regulation which authorises an Agricultural Com 
mittee or Sub-Committee to exercise on behalf of the Minister his powers 
exercisable under Part LV of the Corn Production Act, 1917, shall be con 
strued as including the power to make an Order under Sub-section (7) of 
Section 4 of the Agricultural Act, 1920, or the power to institute proceedings 
under that Section, or the power to make Regulations under Part 1V of the 
Corn Production Act, 1917, as amended by that Act. 

Parr IL[.—Generat. 

3. Power of County Committee to act in County Borough. A Committee 
constituted under Part I of these Regulations for any administrative county 
may, with the consent of the council of any county borough which is sur 
rounded in whole orin part by the county, exercise within the county borough 
the powers which the Committee is by these Regulations authorised to 
exercise within the county orany of such powers, and for the purposes of the 
exercise of the said powers within the borough the Committee and the council 
of the borough may appoint in such manner as may be agreed a committee 
to act as a sub-committee of the Agricultural Executive Committee, but 
all acts of the sub-committee shall be submitted to the Committee for thei 
approval, 

4. Procedure of Agricultural Executive Committees.—(1) A member of an 
Agricultural Executive Committee or of any Committee constituted by an 
Order made by the Minister in relation to a particular county for the purpose 
of exercising Defence of the Realm powers shall not take part in any decision 
of the Committee which relates to land of which he is the owner or occupier, 
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MHE need for greater effort to counterbalance the 
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or the agent of the owner or occupier, or to any bargain or contract contem- The Law Society 


plated or entered into by the Committee in which such member is directly 














(2) 7 
copy fe 
concerned Lord Finlay will be the guest of honour at the Reception which the througt 
(2) Accounts shall be kept by an Agricultural Executive Committee of | members of the teaching staff of the Law Society are holding for past (3) 1 
their receipts and expenditure, and be open to inspection by any officer | ®4 present students, in the Common Room of the Society (by permission Wales | 
of the Ministry, and those accounts shall be made up and audited in such | Of the Council) on Friday evening next. The President of the Society of the $ 
manner as the Minister shall direct. (Mr. ©. H. Morton), the Chairman of the Legal Education Committee the So 
(3) An Agricultural Executive Committee shall appoint a chairman of | (Mr. Budd), the Master of the City of London Solicitors Company (Mr. C. (, oe 
the Committec \t any meeting at which the chairman is not present | Scott), Sir Homewood Crawford, Sir Walter Trower, and other well-known 
t person appointed by the meeting shall be entitled to act as chairman of the lawyers, have also accepted invitations. At the close of the musical portion 
‘‘ommitter At any meeting of a Committee the chairman shall, in case of | Of the programme (which will include a trio contributed by members of 
in equal division of votes, have a second or casting vote. the Oxford and Cambridge Musical Union), Lord Finlay will deliver a short 
) The quorum, proceedings and place of meeting of an Agricultural uldress ; and, after the interval, the proceedings will conclude with an 
Executive Committee shall be such as the Committee determine. entertainment of Drawing Room Magic, by Mr. Herbert J. Collings. or —~ 
(5 
— --—- solicite 
appointment or qualification of any of its members. . : e T i" - si in each 
rie) Minutes of the proceedings of an Agricultural Exe« utive Committee ( hester and North W ales Incorporated Law date te 
shall be kept in a book provided for that purpose, and a minute of those Society. — 
proceedings signed at the same or the next ensuing meeting by a person . mo 
describing himself as, or appearing to be, chairman of the meeting at which The 40th Annual Meeting of this Society was held at the Town Hall, have bee! 
the minute is signed shall be received in evidence without farther proof. Chester, on Tuesday, the 8th February, the chair being taken by uniformi 
(7) Any notice, direction or other instrument signed by a person describing | Mr. H. Hatt-Cook (Northwich) in the absence, through illness, of the ome ~~ 
himself as, or appearing to be, chairman of an Agricultural Executive | President, Mr. L1. Hugh-Jones (Wrexham). ~ still b 
Committee shall be received in evidence without further proof as a notice, The Chairman presented the Sir Horatio Lloyd Prize for 1920 te Ty 
direction or instrument issued by the Committee Mr. Frank Horton, who served his articles with Mr. H. G. Hope of tho ¢ 48 
(8) Until the contrary is proved, an Agricultural Executive Committee | firm of Jolliffe & Hope, Chester. The John Allington Hughes Prize had — 
shall be deemed to have bee n duly constituted heen awarded to Mr. loan Ynyr Glynne, who served his articles with 
(9) Any Agricultural Executive Committee may, subject to any directions Mr. J. Glynne Jones, Bangor, but who was unable to attend the meeting 
given by the Minister, appoint such sub-committees as the Committee | ¢,, receive the prize. 
thinks fit. A sub-committee may consist either wholly or partly of persons The 


) The proceedings of an Agricultural Executive Committee shall not 
he invalidated by any vacancy among ita members or by any defect in the 


Nation 
given ca 
year 8 re 


: : : and Nor 
following officers were elected for the ensuing year: President, , On th 


not being members of the Committe Mr. H. D. Jolliffe (Chester) ; Vice-President, Mr. J. E. Fletcher (Northwich) ; 


(10) An Agricultural Executive Committee may act oa behalf of th 
_ Hon 
Minister in any arbitration under the Corn Production Act, 1917, or the 
Corn Production (Amendment) Act, 1918 [8-9 G 3, &. 36), whether relating 
tw mpensation or an other matter 


. = “ , unicat 
. Treasurer, Mr. T. Moore Dutton (Chester) ; Hon. Secretary, Mr. H. G. athe Ss 


Hope (Chester); Hon. Auditors, Messrs. F. Turner and W. H. Barnes (both a full ec 
of Chester). The following gentlemen with the officers form the Committee 


5. Revocation of Orders and Regulations. "The Orders and Regulations | {0F the ensuing yoar: Messrs. E. Gardner (Chester), T. M. Keone (Mold) 


immedia 
: - cases wh 
Linaker (Runcorn), H. Hatt-Cook (Northwich), R. V. Johnson A spec 
(Llandudno), J. H. Dickson (Chester), Ll. Hugh-Jones (Wrexham), W. ¢ when th 
Deakin (Northwich) and V. H. Dickson (Chester). passed : 
The meeting was followed by the annual dinner, which was held at the 1920, fre 
Blossoms Hotel, at which the guests of the Society were His Honour and Nor 
Judge Parsons, K.C., and Dr. Jackson (President of the Chester and North Board 01 
hall. where the conte permits, include the Board of Agriculture and Wales Medical Society). Law Cle 
Kisheric The following are extracts from the report of the Committee : agreed t 
7 Ippl ese Regulations apply only to England and Wales The Society _— numbers 181 members. : Wales F 
The Committee desire to place on record their deep regret at the death The o 

of Sir Horatio Lloyd on Christmas Eve, 1920. Sir Horatio was held in up in Le 
the highest esteem by all who had the privilege of knowing him, and wil! names © 
long be remembered as a most excellent and painstaking Judge of County Employ 
Courts in the Chester and North Wales District, and one who invariably Society’ 
showed the greatest kindness and consideration to members of the profession Since 
practising before him. followin 


pecilied in the Schedule to these Regulations are hereby revoked as from 
the appointed day, but se that such revocation shall not affect the previous 
operation of any h Order or Reculation, or anything done under it, or 
ilfect any right or liabil juired of incurred under any such Order or 
Regulation 

6. Definition ec expression © Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries ”’ 


S Short Title The Regulations may ted as the Cultivation of 
Lands (Temporary Provisions) Order, 1920. 
th December 
SCHEDULE 
The Cultivation of Lands Order, 1918 (No. 2)[S & O., L918, No. 1047}. 
The Cultivation of Lands (Committees) Order, 1919 [S.R. & O., 1919, 


No. 73). ; The Law Society. Compulsory Membership.—The Council referred to the “ That 


Provincial Societies a report of a committee in favour of compulsory that th 
AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR ENGLAND AND | membership of The Law Society by al! solicitors. The committee con- represen 
WALES sidered the report, together with a minority report by Sir Walter Trower, the Cou 
and @ paper on the subject by Mr. H. F. Brown, LL.B. (Chester), who at reme 
whicth onal euanee is strongly opposed to the scheme. In view of the considerable difference rules of 
The Karl of Selborne, K.G., G.C.M.G., Hampshire. of opinion which appears to exist amongst members of the Society on the 
H. Overman, Esq., C.B.E., Norfolk subject, the committee did not feel at liberty to express an opinion on 
George Edwards, Esq., M.P., Norfoll behalf of the Society as a whole, and the matter will appear on the agenda Jom ( 
Lady Mabel Smith, Yorkshire, W. Riding for the forthcoming annual meeting. ? . : LOND 
Professor T. B. Wood, C.B.E., M.A.. F.R.S., Cambridge. Law of Property Bill, 1920.—This Bill, which was introduced into the Assov 
The Right Hon. Sir Ailwyn E. Fellowes, K.B.E., K.C.V.O., Norfolk House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor in February, 1920, contains proposals Object 
KE. W. Langford, Esq., Hereford of the utmost importance for simplifying the law of conveyancing and all ques 
G. G. Rea, Esq., C.B.E., Northumberland assimilating, so far as possible, the law of realty and personalty. The within 1 
ord Bledisloe, K.B.E., Gloucester. committee have considered the Bill generally, and are strongly opposed Defin 
Sir Douglas Newton, K.B.E Cambridge to any extension of the system of compulsory registration of title to the by the 
’ F dina iccten Tenis er See Sate al a tee wn hers y the | 
R. R. Robbins, Esq., C.B.E., Middl provinces. They have therefore communicated with all the local Mem! The | 
R. Smith, Esq., % P.. Norfolk. of Parliament, urging them to support the deletion of clause 177, sub The ( 
J. Roberts, Esq., J.P., Denbigh. clause (4), which gives power to the Government to enforce the system Solicito 
(. D. Thompson, Esq., J.P., Glamorgan in any county, without the approval of the county council, on whom a 
, : powers of initiating the introduction were conferred by the Land Transfer onat 
— ______ Act, 1897. panel 
. : ° Solicitors’ Charges in Prosecutions before Quarter Sessions.—The com- annuall 
tel yc1eties. mittee have continued their efforts to obtain a substantial increase in the to be ns 
fees allowed to solicitors on prosecutions at Quarter Sessions, but apr rt 
‘asnce wea _ doe met with only partial success. The President prepared a statement © 6) 
Calus ( ollege, ( — idge : objections to the existing scales and proposals 4. ent, which was Employ 
The Master and Fellows of Cains College ive, after consultation with th forwarded to the chairmen of the local sessions. Chairm 
Special Board for Law, established a ip tureship in Roman-Dutch Law, Conveyancing Charges.—This subject has again engaged the attention of is elect 
to be called the Monro Lectureship, in memory of the late Charles Henry | the committec, and in April the following resolutions were passed and if elect 
Monro, Fellow and Law Lecturer of the College and a benefactor. The | circulated: In the 
duty of the lecturer ig to give a course of lectures upon Roman- Dutch Law (1) That in view of the great increase in office expenses and the having 
during two terms in each academic year, which shall be free to members de »preciation in value of money, the time has come when solicitors should Joint | 
of the University. Mr. D. T. Oliver, LL.M., Fellow of Trinity Hall, has been receive the full scale charge in conveyancing matters, and should not former 
appointed as Monro Lecturer and his lectures for the Lent and Easter consent to any reduction therefrom except in cases where on special the (le 
Terms, 1921, will be announced in the terminal Lecture List. grounds an allowance would meet with the approve al of this committee. of the . 


The following are the members of this:Committee, with the county from 
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(2) That the practice of supplying with drafts for perusal a carbon 
copy for use of the perusing solicitor should be universally adopted 
throughout the Society's district. 

(3) That the attention of the members of the Chester and Nerth 
Wales Incorporated Law Society and of all solicitors within the district 
of the Society be called to the absolute necessity of every solicitor joining 
the Society forthwith, so as to secure greater and more efficient co 
operation, especially in the matter of professional charges, 30 as to secure 
adequate remuneration during these abnormal times. 

(4) As regards the collection of interest on mortgages, the preparation 
of income tax vouchers and other accountancy in connection therewith 
this committee would regard as a fair and reasonable charge a commission 
of 6d, in the £ where the items are numerous and individually small, 
or 3d. in the £ in other cases. 

(5) That a copy of the above resolutions be sent to every practisin, 
solicitor in the Society's district, with a request that the senior solicitor 
in each town should call a meeting of his fellow professionals at an early 
date to consult together as to what (if any) steps they can take to give 
practical effect to them. , 

In accordance with the request of the committee, meetings of practitioners 
have been held in some parts of the Socicty’s district with a view to securing 
uniformity of action and preventing under-cutting, but the committee find 
some difficulty in carrying out the object of the resolutions. The matter 
is still being pressed, and it is hoped that every member will, in his own 
interests and those of the profession generally, do his best to see that 
effect is given to the resolutions above set out, and particularly to Nos. 1 
and 5. 

National Federation of Law Clerks. 
given careful consideration to this 
year’s report, and have met in conference a 
and North Wales Branch. 

On the 24th September the following resolution was passed and com 
municated to all members :—‘ That it be recommended to the members 
of the Society that in view of the present high cost of living, and pending 
a full consideration of the clerks’ claim for increased remuneration, an 
immediate all-round adequate increase on pre-war salaries is desirable in 
cases where such increases of salaries have not already been made. 

A special meeting of the Society was held on the 10th November, 1920, 
when the matter was fully discussed and the following resolution was 
passed ;—‘* That this mecting having heard the letter of the 11th September, 
1920, from the Secretary of the National Federation of Law Clerks (Chester 
and North Wales Branch), agrees to the constitution of a Joint Conciliation 
Board on the lines settled between (a) The Law Soc iety, and (6) the London 
Law Clerks’ Union and the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association, and 
agreed to by the National Federation of Law Clerks (Chester and North 
Wales Branch), and agrees to act as the Employers’ Association.” 

The objects, constitution and procedure of the Conciliation Board set 
up in London are printed as an Appendix to the report, together with th 
names of the members and clerks elected to form the first panels of the 
Employers’ Association and the Clerks’ Association respectively of their 
Society's district. 

Since the special meeting of the Society held on the 10th November, the 
following resolution has been passed by the Council of The Law Society : 
“That it be a recommendation to the various Provincial Law Societies 
that they should form Joint Councils, when requested to do so by a 
representative body of clerks in their districts, but that in the opinion of 
the Council the duty of a Joint Council should for the present be to aim 
at remedying hardship in individual cases, without attempting to lay down 
rules of general application.” 


The committee have during the year 
matter, which was referred to in last 
deputation from the Chester 


APPENDIX. 
SoaRD or Tue Law Soctery, Loxpox, ano THe 


Joint CONCILIATION 
CLERKS’ 


Lonpon Law Crieaks’ Unton anp Tue Soricrrors’ Manaarni 

ASSOCTATION. 

Objects.—To consider and deal by means of conciliation and advice with 
all questions arising in regard to the conditions of employment of law clerks 
within the Metropolis. 

Definitions.—In this document the Metropolis means the district covered 
by the practising certificate taken out by a solicitor practising in London 

The Employers’ Association means The Law Society. 

The Clerks’ Association means the London Law Clerks’ Union and the 
Solicitors Managing Clerks’ Association. 

Constitution and Procedure.—(a) The Joint 
panel of ten members of the Employers’ Association, to be nominated 
annually by them ; and a panel of ten members of the Clerks’ Association, 
to be nominated annually by them. Not more than five members of either 
panel shall vote at any meeting of the Joint Board. 

(6) The Joint Board shall elect annually a chairman (a) from the 
Employers’ panel, or (+) from outside, provided in the latter case that such 
Chairman shali be a solicitor or a retired solicitor. The Chairman, if he 
is elected from the Employers’ panel, shall not have a casting vote, but 
if elected from outside he shall have a casting vote but no original vote. 
In the event of a casual vacancy in the « e of Chairman, a successor, 
having similar qualifications, shall be appointed by the Joint Board rhe 
Joint Board shall elect annually a secretary and assistant secretary. The 
former shall be a member of the Employers’, and the latter a member of 
the Clerks’, Association, but neither shall have a vote in the proceedings 
of the Joint Board unless he is duly elected a member of the Board. 


Soard shall be formed by a 


| 








(c) The Joint Board shall have power to make regulations governing its 
own procedure, including the quorum of members capable of taking action 
and its method of voting. 

(d) Any question arising for consideration of the Joint Board within the 
scope of its objects as above defined may be brought before the Board on 
the instructions of the Chairman by cither panel, and the meetings of the 
Board shall be held at a time convenient to both sides of the panel. 

(e) All proceedings of the Joint Board shall be confidential and shall not 
be made publ but the Board shall be at liberty to publish any of its 


decisions, and either side may mmunicate the decisions of the Board to 
it wn mi bers 

A list of the panels appointed for 1921 follows, including ten members 
f the Emplover Association, and ten members of the Clerks’ Association 





Legal News. 


Business Changes. 
lvucker Srewarp, of the tirm of Clowes, HickLry 
Bench Walk, Temple, London, retires from 
»mber, 1920 


Mr. Joun CHARLES 
ind Srewarop, of 10, King’s 
busine is from the 3ist De 

Mr. Leonarp Wittram Norra Hickey has been joined in the partner 
ship by Mr. ALrrep Heaver, and the firm will practise as from the 25th 
March next as CLowes, Hickury and Heaver at the aforesaid address 

Mr. H. Hore Suakespear, of 8, John Street, Bedford Row, W.C.1, has 
ATHERTON Parkys, who has for many years 


taken into partnership Mr. J 
The atyle of the firm will be 


past been associated with him in pra 
SHAKeSPRAR & ParkyN 


Dissolution. 


ess Witttaw Hino, Oniver Wart Hinp Pio FREDERICK 
Roneerrs (Hinds Robert tlat DD mb peo 
Appointments. 

Mr. Haronp ee Morris, M.B.E., K.C., has been appointed to bo 


Recorder of Folkestone in the place of Sir Lewis Coward, K.C., who resigned 


on appointment as a Railway and ¢ 

iuppointed Mr. Rotano Gievarp Ontver, of 
sition of Third Junior Prosecuting 
Court which has been 


Whiteley as one of His 


anal Commissioner, 


The Attorney-General has 
3, Temple-gardens, Temple, t 
Counsel for the Crown at the Central Criminal 
t he ippomtment of Mr. G. ¢ 


» fill the p 


re nae red Vacant b 
Maiest Counsel 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 





Rota OF KROISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
, EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justices 
Date ROTA . No. 1 ive PETRKSON 
Mond Mar vl ikisehmidt Mr. Borrer Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Church 
Puesd Church Bloxam Church (iokdact 
Wedr la ) Korrer Synge Goldschmidt Church 
Nhursda Moxa folly «hurel Gioldachn 
Friday l Synge (ioldachmidt ioldschmidt Church 
Saturd Jol Church Churel tioldachi 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. SARGANT RUSSELL. « ASTRURY P.O, LAWRENCE. 
Monda Mar M Bloxan Mr. Borrer Mr. Joll Mr. Syng 
Tuesda Dorrer Bloxam svn . dolly 
Wednesda ; Bloxar Korrer Joll Svnwe 
Phursday l Borrer Moxam Synae Joll 
Friday it Bloxam Korrer Jolly syn 
Saturda borrer Bloxam Synge Jol 
nar ° y . 
° “ac 
Winding-up Notices. 
Pine) 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED (XN CHANCERY. 
Lonton Gazette Fripay, } 
Creditors are required, on or 


MANCHESTER MERCANTILE TRADING Co. Lrp 
particulars of their debi« or 


Mar. 31, to send their names and addresses, and the 
to Sir William Barclay Peat and Mr. Mauric jenks, 11, lronmonger-la., join’ 
ator 
1eA I reditor required, on or before Mar. 1, to send their names and 
i ~ i the parti sre of their debts or claims, to John Thomas Brockhous 
I ford the Moor-hill, Smethwick, or. Birmingham, liquidator 
rue AM AN FRERHOLD-LAND MORTGAGE | wi pon Ltp.—Creditors are required 
r before Ma 1, to send th rames and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
laims, to Sir Henr mour King, K.C.LE., and H. A. Plamb, Bush Lane-hous 
( n-st.. liquidator 
MSTED Pictrore PLAY ELT Creditors are required, on or before Mar. 19 
‘ their names and address und the particulars of their debts or claim to Herbert 
Henry Savill, 0 ’ rd., Leytonstone, liquidator 
S. BaTeneLvor Lr Creditors are required, on or before Mar. 22, to send their names and 
vidres and tt urtieulars of their debts or claims, to W. Newman Bail Port land 
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end in, on or before Mar. 4, their 
r claims, to Alfred James Adame 
lator 
on or before Mar. 4, their nar 
ed Jar Adar Nat 


Var. 7. to send thei 
to Duncan Edwar 


ond their names and adddre 
ph W. Shepherd, 78, King-s 


Mar. %1, to send th 
ld Earn 


or before 
or claims, to Archil 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


Jonatha 


tt rer AY, Feb. 15 
The Oxford Optical Co. Ltd 
t Coast Caterers Ltd 
rovincial Cartage 


Meta 
Sing ey « 
Cla ad Langdon Ltd 
Kedwas Navigation Colliery Co. Ltd 
The Bridge Hotel & Theatre Co. (Darlington) 
Ltd 
wann & Adams Ltd 
(iene pral Phx nograph Corporatior 
r Pd | ne «& Saw (0 Ltd 


1 Ltd 





VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE. 


Holders should | 
is generally 
suffer accordingly 

26, King Street, Gove 
chattel 
Valuers, and will b 


auctioneers ( 


purpose Jewels, pl 
L speci t ApvrT. ] 


very itae 


stablished over 


ite, furs 


very essential that all Policy 
a detailed valuation of their effects. Property 
lequately insured, and in case of loss insurers 
DEBENHAM, STORR & SONS (LIMITED), 
nt Garden, W.C.2, the well-known valuers and 
1) ye ire), have a staff of « x pert 
desiring valuations for any 
works of art, bric-d-brac 


It is 


glad to advise those 


furniture, 





C1 
Ind 


ALLEN, ( 
And 

Anrer, WILLIAM 

BALPOUR, Kone 
Kendal 

BALPour, Ro 


Ohi t 
BENNETT, ike r 
Kerr JANRP. Great 
Lonp, WILLIAM STRPHEN 
{ xbridge-rd.. W 
BeRKkiITT, WILLIAM 
Shefeld 
Be WILLIAM ALI 
I 


WELI 


LING 
It tto 
GRELICHE 
Bedford 
Heaps, Joun 
HERBERT, Re 
Clement 
HILL, CHARLES 
Regent-at., 8.W 
HOLLIN« 
HUNTLEY, MAR* 
son, Alnwick 
Hypr, Mane vneT Howarp 


& Chapman, Manche 


‘editors’ 


trighton, Merchant Mar hn B. & I 


worTH, ANN, Lince 
ARET MCKENZIE 


a 
Vict. 


cap. 


Mar l vd ne ¢ ».. Bristol 
oal Merchant. Mar. 31 Arnold, Greenwood & Son 
it in the Lan hire and Cheshire Royal Garrison 
wlal 
Kent. Mar Hallett & Co., 


an, Pri mion & Marley, 
9, Great S 

\ Jordan, Gir 

or. Mar. 9 


1 Broomhead, Wi 


“ Mar. 24 Ascr 
Manchester Mar 
t., Merchant 


Chelmsford 


rton 
Smith 


uidington, B 
i] c.G th-rd 
hn Whitfleld, Searborongh 

Ma 16 Bartlett & Gluckstein 
Wilkins 


Mar. lf Son & Thompson, 


bledon Ma ; Ikinson, Howlett & Wilkinson, 14 
Root Maker. Mar tenben Cohen, Stockton-on-Tee 
interbury Ma Roughton & Dunn, 11-12, 
Purchase & Clark, 
win. Mar. 26. Hebb & § 


Acklington, Northur Wade & Robert- 


Rowdon este ’ > Hall, Hawkins, Pimblott, Brydon 


JAME (CHARLES 
I 


CyeiL BRAMWELL ArmiTaGe, Bradfield St. George, Suffolk. Mar. 11. Green & 
Greene, Bury St. Edmunds 
Vincext, Birkdale, Lancs. Mar. 12. 
iverpool 
, 
7 


bridge, Scientific Instrument Maker. Mar. 31. 


Weightman, Pedder & Co 


Jones, Epwarp, Wey Rawson & Stevens, 
189, Strand 

Jones, Many, Ruthin, Denbigh. Mar. 4 

LipDON-Lopor, Mrs. ELIzZabeTH, Aysgarth, Yorks 

Leeds 

Mackry, Heies Ipa, Leamington 

Mrar, WititaAm THOMAS MARTYN, 
Bodmin 

O'Brien, CHARLES Mi aan, 
(ireat Winchester 

Pass, JOHN Nottingham 


Johnson & Brundrit, Ruthin 

April 2. Nelson, Eddisons & Lupton 
J. Wheble, Leamington 

Minver, Cornwall. Mar. 1. Mark Guy, 


Mar. 14. 8 

Rock, St 

Vanxhall Bridge-rd. Mar. 15. Sutton, Ommanney & Oliver 

Pawnbroker. Mar. 15. Johnstone & Williams, Nottingham 

Ream, WILLIAM, Castleford, Yorks. Mar. 16. Phillips & Hartley, Castleford 

ReppinG, Mary, Ashley Green, nr. Berkhamsted, Mar. 12. Francis & Crookenden, 23, 
Lincoln's Inn-fields 

Ronerts, WiLuiAM Trpor, Wandsworth, Barrister-at-Law. Mar. 31. Gregsons, John-st 
Adelphi 

STEWARD a Temple-chmbrs 
remple- , BA 

TAPFEL, CONR AD INE MARTHA EMmLir, Manchester. Mar. 18. 
Manchester 

THOMAS, ARTHUR, and ee 
Dunkerton & Son, 12 & 

[REMLETT, FREDERICK, Ste 5 Canon, 
Pope, Thomas & Mathew, Exeter. 

WaALker, Joun, Earl Shilton, Leicester, Plamber. Mar.25. Fowler & Fowler, Leicester 

WALLER, MRS. SUSAN, Eastbourne. Mar. 14. Jackson, Elwell & Curran, 65, Coleman-st., 
BA 

Warp, Emtty JANB, Sheffield. Mar. 12 

Wake, Freperick Hawkins, Clifton Down, 
Bristol 

ater ~~ Miss ANN Hyett, Malvern. Mar. 19. 


Cheltenham. Mar. 15 Herbert E Taylor, 


Boddington, Jordan & Bowden, 
EDWARD, beth Ormonde-tee., Regent's Park. Mar. 31 
, Finsbury-sq., E 
Devon, 


—_ Manufacturer. Mar. 21. Sparkes, 


Wightman & Parker, Sheffield 


Bristol. Mar. 15. Bevan, Hancock & Co., 


Davies, Sanders & Swanwick, Chester- 


ALFRED WILLIAM, Brightlingsea, Essex, Sailmaker. Mar. 10. Page & Ward, 


olchester 
WILKINSON, WILLIAM, Blackpool, Joiner 
WILLIS, WILLIAM, Malvern. Mar. 10 


Mar. 3. H. Arthur Pickup, Blackpool, 
H. H. Foster, Malvern. 


Fripay, FRB. 18, 
Aprill5S. H. B. Wedlake, Saint & Co 


London Gazette 

ALPORD, CHARLOTTE ANN, Georgia, U.S.A Finsbury 
Park, NA 

AYLWARD, LRONARD, 
Winchester 

Biro, Gkorare HENRY 

BoveNn, WINDFRED Mary, 
Broad-st., E..2 

BOILRAU, SUSANNA MARGARET, Harpenden, 
Victoria-st., BE. 

BONEKAMPER, ERNEST WILLIAM, 
(iibson, Usher & Co., Portugal-s 

BoTHAMLEY, BRITTAIN, Manchester, 
Manchester 

Bort t, CLARA EvizapeTu Dorotura, Colwall, Hereford. Mar. 31. L 
Walsall 

CAMPBELL, JOHN, Choriton-on-Medlock, 
Simpson, Manchester 

CLAYTON, JosEPH, Sharrow, Sheffield. 
upon-Tyne. 
CoeLe, Ropert Samvet, Hoylake, 
Grierson & Martin, Liverpool 
COLLINS, JoHN, Edgware, Baptist Minister. 
Park, N.4 

CORNPORD, FREDERICK, Northfleet, Kent, Stevedore. Mar, 22 

CoTTon, Groror, Wimbledon, Manufacturers’ Agent. Mar. 29. 
Lincoln's Inn-flelds, W.C.2 

COTTRELL, MARGARET ALIck, Brunswick-gdns. Mar. 18 
row, W.C.1 

DAVEY, ELERANOR, 
Park, N.4. 

DAVEY, ExizapeTn, Earl's Court-rd. Mar. 18 

DUGDALE, JOHN STRATFORD, P. + r-b : igs., 
Wigston & Sapte, College-hill, E4 

EVEREST, CHRISTIANA, Hailsham Mar. 21. Tsaac Vinall & Sons, Lewes 

FALSHAW, THomas, Liverpool. Mar. 15. H. Revell Phillips, Shifnal, Salop 

FISHER, FLORENCE LUCY, Bramham-gdns.,8.W. April l. Herbert W. Davies, Cannon-st., 
I 


Chilworth, Hants. Mar. 31. Charles Warner & Richardson, 
Baxter, Birmingham 


Birmingham, Metal Spinner. Mar. 31. A. E. 
Shirreit! & Co., Old 


Natal, South Africa. Mar. 18. Morley, 


Davidson & Morriss, Queen 


Herts. April 4. 


S.W.4, Managing Director. Mar. 31 


( wT: Park, 


Whok ile Grocer. Mar. 31. Sharratt & Saxon, 


W. Lewis & Sons, 


Credit Draper. Mar. 21. C. H. Simpson @& 


Mar. 31. Dickinson, Miller & Turnbull, Newcastk 


Chester, Teacher of Navigation. Mar. 21. Mason, 


Aprili5. H. B. Wedlake, Saint & Co., Finsbury 
Symons & Gay, Romford 
Henry Mossop & Syma, 


Stanley Evans & Co., Bedford- 


Finsbury Park. April 15. H. B. Wedlake, Saint & Co., Finsbury 
Iveson & Son, Gainsborough 


Temple, E.C.4. Mar. 25. Wilde, Moore, 


Symonds, Cambridge 


1 
Harriet, Cambridge. Mar. 31. John F ; 
Biddle, Thorne, Welsford & Galt, 


FISHER 

GORRINGR, ELLEN, Clapham Common. Mar. 15 
Aldermanbury, E.C.2 

HALL, JoHN, Beeston, Leeds, Grocer. Mar. 9 

HANCOCK, JOHN WILLIAM, Stretford, Lancs, 
Manchester 

Harpy, THOMAS LANCASHIRE, 
Manchester 

HARGREAVES, ELIZA, Handsworth. Mar. 19. Thomas Coates & Co., Birmingham 

Hawkky, Henry JouN, Palmers Green, N. Mar.31. W.J. Pitman, Finsbury-sq., E 

Heary, ARTHUR HORATIO, Bosley, Chester, Miller. Mar. 31. Barclay & Co., Masel «field 

HORSLEY, S1WARD MYLES, Kensington, Petersfield, Hants. Mar. 30. 8. Stagoll Higham 
Berners-st., W.1 

Jounson, HENRY, 
Bingley 

Jones, Epwarp, Weybridge. Mar 

K RENE, Mrs. HARRIET HELEN KUCK, Leytonstone. Mar. 15. 
& Co., New-sq., W.C.2 

Kink, ELIZABETH, Sutton Coldfield April 1. Kirby 

Kirk, HAROLD, Canterbur New Zealand. Mar. 23. 
h.C4 

Ks1ant, Georer James, Edgware-rd 
Portman-st., W.1 

LORHNIS, AMALIE HENRIETTE 
Chance, Mincing-la., E.C.3 

Masters, EpGaR ALAN, Highgate 
EA 


Leeds 


Rooke & Midgley 
31. Diggles & Ogden, 


Farmer. Mar 


Moston, Manchester. Mar. 17. Brooks, Hulme & Ruddin, 


Bingley, York, Share Broker. April 2. Robt. E. Weatherhead 
1 tawson & Stevens, Strand, W.C.2 


Johnson, Raymond, Barker 


Son & Atkinson, Harrogate 
Adkin & Son, Salters’ Hall-ct 
Cooper, Bake, toche & Fettes, 


Chemist. Mar. 31. 


Rhenish Prussia. Mar. 29. Coward & Hawksley, Sons & 


Mar. 29. Russell & Arnholz, Great Winchester-st 


Mar. 31. Sloper, Potter & Gosden, Putney- 


Mu Re RN, Mary, Wandsworth Common, 8.W 
hill, 8.W.15 
Morris, THOMAS WILLIAM, 


W.cC.2 
McNpby, FRED, Olton, Warwick April 2. Sanders, Locker & Parish, Birmingham 


OrnMsTON, CAROLINE, Gateshead. Mar. 31. H. & A. Swinburne, Gateshead 

PALMER, Mrs. MARTHA Harriett, Theale, Berks, Farmer. April 2. Wilkins & Toy, 
Chipping Norton 

Prarce, 5opnHta, Karl's Court. Mar. 19 

PEARSON, SARAH, Stourbridge. Mar. 21 

PEPPERCORNE, WILLIAM Hopson, Crouch Hill, Mar. 28, 
Victoria-st., E.C.4 


Leigh-on-Sea. April 1. Pollock & Co., Lincoln's Inn-fields, 


J. A. Collins, New-aq., W.C 
Harward & Evers, Stourbridge. 
King, Wigg & Brightman, Queen 





March 
—— 
porp, MARI) 
— AU 


AsnorortT, K 
Barnet. 
AvsTen, F., 
Ord. Fe 
Banker, J 
Pet. Jan 


Davis, Esst 
10. On 


Dickens, Ro 


Ord. Fe 


AgcuER, Gi 
Feb. 
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posp, MARIA SUSAN, Norwich. Mar. 21. Ernest A. Kent, Norwich. THOMPSON, ALAN, Littlehampton, Draper. Mar.15. Holmes, Beldam & Co., Littlehampton 
paper. Aveusta, Finsbury Park. April 15. H. B. Wedlake, Saint & Co., Finsbury Park, © Tyompson, WiLLIAM HENRY, Southport, Cotton Broker. Mar. 22. Doughty & Fraser, 


Manchester 


a DAVID, Shelf, nr. Bradford. Mar.12. Wm. Dewhirst & Son, Keighley iho , . 
tevens, Raise, WALTON, Gilsland, Cumberland. Mar. 14. Blackburn & Main, Carlisle * ee ATKINSON, Cheadle, Licensed Victualler, Feb. 28, Brown, Briggs 
Bares, MARY, Rochampton-la., Housekeeper. Mar. 21. J. D. Adey, Newport, Mon. Bending espns "4 
RICHARDSON, JOHN HUNTER, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Mar. 31. Cooper & Goodger, New- TUTTON, CHARLES SAMUEL, Bedminster, Bristol. Mar. 31. F. E. Metcalfe, Bristol. 
upton castle-upon-Tyne. WALKER, JANE, Stockton, Farmer. Mar. 25. Thos. H. Coombs, Worcester 
gorrer, JoHN, Fulham, S.W. Mar. 31 H. l'Anson Ward, Gray's Inn, W.C, WALTON, ANNIE Marky, Jesmond. Mar. 23. Dickinson, Miller & Turnbull, Newcastle- 
saanpDLOW, JOSEPH, Nottingham. Mar. 15 Wells & Hind, Nottingham upon-Tyne 
my, saaw, Lawson, Ropert, Upper Berkeley-st., Commercial Traveller. Mar. 7. Philbrick WATKINS, RicHARD THOMAS, St. Swithin’s-la., Fruiterer. Mar. 31, Ellis, Munday & Clarke, 
gasenIx, Rev. JosePH Beckett, Chidham. Mar. 21. Raper, Freeland & Tyacke, College-hill, E.C.4 
Oliver Chichester. WICKINS, AkTHUR CompTON, Blackheath, Kent. Mar. 25. Charles F. Martell!, Staple-inn, 
§ooves, WiLidaM Hamppen, Keighley, Architect. Mar. 12. Wm. Dewhirst & Son, wl 
am Keighley. Wimevsi, SARAH, West Ealing. Mar. 12. Arthur F. B. Welch, Dover-st., W.1 
ELEANOR GEORGIANA, Chester-sq., 58.W. Mar. 30. Kendall, Price & Francis, 


§erron, JoHN Ric HARD, South Tottenham, Grocer. April 15. H. B. Wedlake, Saint & Co., WEBSTER 


Finsbury Park, N.4 
Teace, WILLIAM Roope, Piccadilly. Mar. 25. Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., 
W.C.2. 


Care yest » WC 
New-8q Woop, CHARLES F REDERI , Twyford, nr. Winchester. Mar.16. Vandercom & Co., Bush-la., 


hin-st E.C.4 


im brs 
BOULTON, G#ORGE WILLIAM, Stoke-upon-Trent, Draper. HILL, ROWLAND GrorGe, Gloucester, Market Gardener. 
T 


widen, Ban kruptcy Notices. na . sthsatvasdinndscapeasruiseeinion Ss H — fom or seid Mote hn i 
Tre 0 nD, JAMES, Sheffield, Motor Engineers. Sheffield. 
} London Gazette-—Fuipar, Feb. 11 CARTMELL, JOSEPH and CARTMELL, JOSEPH WILFRED, Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8 eats 
Reena ese oon eral . Anderton nr. Chorley, Farmers. Preston. Feb. 18 | HupsON, ALFRED, Sheffield, Caterer. Sheffield. Pet. Feb. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. at ll. Off. Rec., 13 Winckley-st., Preston Ord. Feb. 7 
AsnonorT, KENNETH H., Heme! Hempstead, Motor Engineer, = Jt Livs, Denmark-st., Charing ( ross-rd , Woollen Jounstox, Joun Henny, Cockermouth, Grocer. Cocker- 
Barnet. Pet. Jan. 21. Ord. Feb. 9 Merchant. High Court. Feb. 22 at 11. Bankruptcy- mouth. Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. Feb. 7 
Austex, F., Sydenham, Grocer. High Court. Pet. Dec. 6 ‘a .. = + “5 4 ented 1 ; —— —— nick WILLIAM, Burnley, Draper. Burnley. 
Ord. Feb. 8. OLE 0 8, Stoke Prior, ereford, armer. £0- et ob. 9 Ord. Feb. 0 
Banker, JosErH, Scunthorpe, Lincs. Great Grimsby ; minster. Feb 23 ati2. 2, Offa-st., He reford KILBURN, THOMAS CHAPMAN, and TAYLOR, EDWIN ALFRED, 
Pet. Jan. 4. Ord. Feb. 7. CORDINGLEY, BERNARD AUGt STINE, Beve rley, Draper Scarborough, Cabinet Makers. Scarborough. Pet. 
BELL, HEROD WILSON, Coundon, near Bishop Auckland. Kingston-upon-Hull. Feb. 21 at 11,30. Off. Ree., 7. Ord. Feb. 7 
Colliery Engineman. Durham. Pet. Feb. 7. Ord, Crowrne, y by ~~ a me so) = : _ Ryde, Isle of Wight. Newport. Pet. 
Feb. 7. iS eR, ARLIE, dham, Groce daham eb re eb. 7 
Buut, JOHN VINCENT, Beverley, Electrical Engineer. at 3.30. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester LANQUINE, CAMILLE, Copthall-bldgs., Merchant. High 
Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. Feb. 7 , pee y BosWortTH, Ex ter, Builder. Exeter Court. Pet. Nov. 10. Ord. Feb. 0 
Berny, ALFRED, Wigan, Grocer. Wigan. Pet. Feb. 7. Fe 45 Oe. Rec., 9, Bedford circus, Exeter LAT R, EDWIN, Manchester, Fish Salesman. Manchester. 
Ord. Feb. 7. f » E SIE FLORA, Spanish pl., High Court Fe b. 21 at Pet. Jan. 8. Ord. Feb. 9 
BOURKE, LIEUTENANT-COLONEL NIGEL, Cambridge-equare, 11.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st.. W.C.2 LEWIS, EDWIN CHARLES, Bournemouth, Wholesale Merchant. 
W. High Court. Pet. Sept. 20. Ord. Feb DICKETTS, WALTER ARTHE R C HARLES, Oxford-st., High Poole. Pet. Feb. 3. Ord. Feb. 8. 
EN, JULIVS, Denmark-st., Charing Cross-rd., Woollen Court. Feb. 22 at 12. Bankruptey-bidgs., Carcy-st., | Lisrkr, WILLIAM Epwarp, Wakefield, Automobile Engineer. 
’ ’ W ( » 1 , 8 
Merchant. High Court. Pet. Dec. 16. Ord. Feb. 8 F dae =_—— ; : — Wakefield Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8 
eN, Lewis, Manchester, Woollen Manufacturers, mat HER, ~ E, I ury, & — Teacher. Bolton. Feb. 21 | MARKERS, GeoRGE, Southwark Park-rd., Outfitter. High 
Huddersfield. Pet. Jan. 21. Ord. Feb. 7 7 at 3. ~ Rec ; By rom , ~~ r a 4 : Court. Pet. Dec. 30. Ord. Feb. 7. 
Cos, JASPER, Oldham, Potato Merc hant. Oldham. — a x tees oo t . ; igh oa —— sere os 4 JOSEPH MADAWAR, Wilson-st., 
Pet. Dec. 21. . Feb. 7. Ma 23 « . Ban ) -bidgs arey-st., W.C.2 2.C., Merchant igh Court Pet. Nov. 6. Ord. 
(oorer, HENRY, Coventry, Iron Merchant. Liverpool. — — wg er = ma St hs te r, an Feb. 5 
Pet. Dec. 7. % Ay Wwe eb, 21 at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey- | Morgan, Gigorce, Salford, Carrier. Salford. Pet. Feb. 1 
Carur, HAROLD BoswoutH, Exeter, Builder. Exeter. w., ’ Ord. Feb. 9 
Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8. SON, — > —— : atone r. Sheffield. Feb. 18 | Nerva, Davin, Birmingham, Tailor. Birmingham. Pet. 
Davigs, J. E. G., New ie Cardigan, Bank Clerk. Man- at 12. Off. Rec., Figtree-la., Sheffield Feb. 7. Ord. Feb. 7 
chester. Pet. Jan.5. Ord. Feb. 7 ! , Epwisx, Chorlton-on-Medlock, Man hester, Fish | Nicunezos, PaNayorts, Manor House, Marylebone, Ship- 
Davis, Essie FLORA, Spanish-ple. High Court. Pet. Jan. — — = Feb. 18 at 2.30. Off. Rec., :, broker. High : ourt. Pet. Dec. 15. Ord. Feb. 9 
10. Ord. Feb. 8. ° m8 ancheste LEADY, OCTAVIUS AWRENCE, Dover, Grocer. Canterbury. 
DeckgNs, ROBERT JOHN, Hornsea, Yorks, Grocer. Kingston- | LEMBCKE, Mayor, C. E. D.S.0., Liverpool. Liverpool Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. Feb. 7. 
upon-Hull. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8 ~~ ote Off. Rec., Union Marine-bidgs., 11, Dale- Remy, Henry WILLIAM, Kingston-upon-Hull, Greengrocer. 
DickeTTs, WALTER ARTHUR CHARLES, Oxford-st. High a a cn ' ; , . Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8 
Court. Pet. Dec. 8. Ord. Feb. | Lioyp, WILLIAM, Walsall, a Walsall. Feb. 2latl2. Rogers, Francis, Barry Dock, Draper. Cardiff. Pet 
DouINSON, ALBERT EDWARD, Leeds, Electrical Engineer. Re my lly gy Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8 ; 
Leeds. Pet. Feb. 5. Ord. Feb. 5. ’ - ‘, "On Bae me, — un —, allore ‘ SmirH, HeNKkY, Pantywaun, nr. Dowlais, Glam. Tredegar. 
FISHER, CHARLES JAMES MaRsDEN, King’s Heath, Birming- | go. 000), w te Se ’ Tedd . ot P oo Pet. Jan. 31, Ord. Jan. 31 
Motor Accessories Dealer. Birmingham. Pet. | >#®?? —~™ — ENRY, eddington, ommercial | SyKrs, Harry, Huddersfield, Woollen Mill Manager. 
Ord. Feb. 8. rave er. & ingston (Surrey). Feb. 18 at 12. 1382, Huddersfield Pet. Jan. 22. Ord. Feb. 9 
G. A., Hounslow. Brentford. Pet. Nov. 5 York-rd., Westminster Bridge-rd., 5.1.1 Taunt, Groner, Wormwood-st., General Merchant. High 
“Ord. Feb. & — i ; .* * “*  StoaN, THOMAS, Kensington. Grocer’s Assistant Liverpool Court Pet. Dec. 22. Ord. Feb. 5 
Prewen, JAMES FREDERICK, Willesden. High Court. Pet. |. ee i ee aT Liverpool. | | TOWNSON, James, Keighley, Farmer. York. Pet. Feb. 8 
Dec. 17. Ord. Feb. &. STONES, 54 (L BRNES bERA B pUrsieM, | 0 ery Amer, Ord. Feb. 8 
Guston, ROBERT ANDREW, Waddington, Lincoln. Lincoln. ana a 19 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 9, Brook-st. | ‘Ty ons R, FREDERICK WHALLEY, Manchester. Salford. Pet 
Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8. a. + edie ay 14. Ord. Feb. 8 
GoopMAN, NATHAN, Middlesbrough, Draper. Middles- SUTTON, WILLIAM, Waterloo, Lancs, Farmer. Liverpool. Vay LAUN, HENRY THEODORE, Kingston, Surrey, Cocoa 
brough. Pet. Feb.8. Ord. Feb. 8. __ veb. 18 at 3. a. Rec., 11 Yee vs ~e < aes Importer. Kingston (Surrey Pet. Dec. 15. Ord. 
Hayes, ROTHWELL, Gray's Inn-rd. High Court. Pet. ee, ee ee - at : bo — 2.30 Feb. 9 
an. 14. Ord. Feb. 9. ie u ; ee es Se 
Hit, ROWLAND GeEoRGE, Gloucester, Market Gardener. V “— " and ©. —, st ‘ ; son oe. P London (azette—FRIDAY, Feb. 11. 
Gloucester. Pet. Feb. 9. Ord. Feb. 9 Weeks Santon Eetion-rd. m E "1 hee 1s8, Tomse., ORDE ANNULLING. REVOKIN , . = 
HOWARD, JAMES, Sheffield, HowaRD, CONRAD VICTOR, | w aaa yo Frecant M. id. Nottingt Fruit RDER » — OR RESCINDING 
General Engineers. Sheffield. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. MITTINED, AMNEMN ham. Feb 22 at 11.30” Off, Rec. eas 
Pes Me F b, é ° f oe & , f an . 7 . , 
a, AL ), Sheffield, Catere Sheffiel ’ - 4, Castle-pl., Nottingham CaTcuPoLe, Gertrude C., Fulham. High Court. Nature 
Ord. F /"7 » Sheffield, Caterer. Sheffield. Pet. Feb. 7. WURTH HELEN Handsworth Birmingham Wolver- and Date of Orde H Rescinded — Receiving Order rescinded 
. Feb. 7. ms ” 2. oo = » ‘oe ff Dec. 14, 1920 *etition filed Nov. 22, 1920, dismissed. 
Jounston, JoHN HENRY, Cocke rmouth, Grocer. Cocker- pe “ b. 22 at 12. Off. Rec., 30, Lichtield-st., Date of Kesciasion, Feb. 8, 1921 
mouth. Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. Feb. 7. ateacaent tieea . 
Jones, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Burnley, Draper. Burnley. : 
Pet. Feb. 9. Ord. Feb. 9. ADJUDICATIONS 
KILBURN, THOMAS CHAPMAN, and TAYLOR, EDWIN ALFRED, Ba.vour, Lt.-Col. Grorce Boyp, Hanover-sq., W. High RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Leg nr Ion Pale - ° : . , 
woe . Makers. Scarborough. Pet. Feb = 7 aut, Bev. 13 : Got Feb. 8 - snail Danae. A Ww ’ awe y A eee Farmer. 
. . . ae SELL, cROD SON, Coundon, nor sishop Aut and, Ancoiln. Pet. Jan. 21. ire ) 
See, ay. _ Isle of Wight. Newport. Pet. Colliery Engineman. Durham. Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. CHAIKIN, NATHAN, Birmingham, Button Manufacturer. 
: 6 : Feb. 7. Birminghe . J 2 0 . ( 
lasrex, WiLLIAM EDWARD, Wakefield, Automobile Engineer. Bxxt, JOHN VINCENT, Beverley, Electrical Engineer CONNOLLY, PETER, 1. Kt 4 Salisbury Pet Jan. 22 
aur, oe Sus. Feb. 6. Sad. Bee. 6. Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. Feb Ord. Feb. 11 m 
mI, HERBERT, Walworth, Hawker. High Court. peynert, E. GORDON, Park-pl., St. James's. High Court. Dantets, WILLIAM CHARLES, Beckenham, Lamp Specialist, 
Pet. Jan. 10. Ord. Feb. 9. tee , Pet. June 23. Ord. Feb. 7 Croydon. Pet. Feb. 10. Ord. Feb. 10 
Davip, Birmingham, Tailor. Birmingham. Pet. Berry, ALFRED, Wigan, Grocer. Wigan. Pet. Feb. 7 DORROFIELD, JAMES, Chesham. Aylesbury. Pet. Jan. 25. 
1. Feb. 7 Ord. Feb. 7 Ord. Feb. 11 : ; 
, OcTavivs LAWRENCE, Dover, Grocer. Canterbury. Boviton, GrorGe WILLIAM, Stoke-on-Trent Draper. Jones, JOHN, and Jongs, Joun RicHakp, Penzance, Electrical 
R on ee. 5, One. BUA, 9. Hanley. Pet. Jan. 19. Ord. Feb. 8 Engineers. Truro. Pet. Feb. 9. Ord. Feb. 9 
BMY, HENRY WILLIAM, Kingston-upon-Hull, Greengrocer. Curi STIE, JAMES, Francis-st., Tottenham Court-rd. High Law, WiLuiAM Henry, Burwell, Cambs, Farmer. Cam- 
Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8. rt. Pet. July 6. Ord. Feb. 7 bridge Pet. Feb 9 Ord. Feb. 9 ; 
Rocers, FRANCIS, Barry Dock, Draper. Cardiff. Pet. , Harotp Boswortu, Exeter, Builder. Exeter. | MARSHALL, HENRY RICHARD, Barnham, Sussex, Wholesale 
Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8. t. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8. , “Grower. Brighton. Pet. Feb. 10. Ord. Feb. 10 
Satuon, Joun, Cathay, Bristol, Dairyman. Bristol. Pet. px KENS, RoBERT JOHN, Hornsea, Yorks, Grocer. Kingston- O'REILLY, DENIS GERALD, Portishead, Somerest, Shipping 
2 21. wus. Feb. 7. a : upon-Hull. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8 Agent. Lristol. Pet "Feb. 12. Ord. Feb. 
PARD, WILLIAM Henry, Teddington, Commercial | DickinsoN, ALBERT Epwarp, Leeds, Electrical Engineer. | PALMER, GEoRGE, Little Comberton, Worceste rshire, Motor 
Traveller : Kingston (Surrey). Pet.Oct.7. Ord. Feb. 7. Leeds. Pet. Feb. 5. Ord. Feb. 5 Driver. Worcester. Pet. Jan. 26. Ord. Feb 12. 
Sarra, Hesry, Pantywaun, nr. Dowilais, and CAMBRIDGE, FISHER, CHARLES JAMES MARSDEN, Birmingham, Motor | Patmen, W, Fulham, Builder. High Court. Pet. Jan. 12. 
on J 7 Glam. Tredegar. Pet. Jan. 31 Accessories Dealer. Birmingham. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord Ord. Feb. 10 
rd. Jan. : us : Feb. 8. Pyne, FRANCIS, Shirland-rd., Paddington, Dentist. High 
Townson, JaMEs, Keighley, Farmer. York. Pet. Feb. 8. Gant, ROBERT ADAMS, Stradella-rd., Herne Hill, Wholesak Court }. Ord. Feb. 10. - 
rd. Feb. 8. Millinery Manufacturer. High Court. Pet. Jan. 26 ERTS, Ji golly, Farmer. Aberystwyth. Pet. 
FIRST MESTINGS. qnapen, benene Anpegm, Weld Lincoln. | J ‘ i Rushd ! 
. a HLsTON, Rop DREW, Waddington ncolr incoln. | ROBINSON, ALFRED, THE YOUNGER, Rushden, Northa 
. GILBERT ATHOL, Walsall, Iron Merchant. Walsall. Pet. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8 a and MARSHALL, Eanust JOUN, Lavenien, Bucks, Book 
ont hy 11.30. Off. Rec., 30 Lichfleld-st., Wolver- Goommen, .~y* Middlesbrough, Draper. Middles- Manufacturers. Northampton. Pet. Dec. 23. Ord. 
ee : : : ‘ yrough et. Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 8. Feb, 10. 
oman, F., Sydenham-rd., Grocer. High Court. Feb. 22 HANwNaY, JAMES HENRY, p ee. High Court. Pet. | Rouse, Wittsam RicwaRp, Tarri a, pees, Baker. 
at 12.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. | Nov. 5. Ord, Feb. 7 Hereford. Pet. Feb. 11. Ord, 


London Gazette.-TUBspay, Feb. 15. 
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Groroe Ripizy, Flimby, nur. Maryport, 
Agent. Cockermouth. Pet. Feb. 9. Ord. Feb. 9. 
WILLSON, ASTELL FREDERICK MORTIMER, Nuneaton, 

Fruiterer, Salford. Pet. Jan. 24. Ord. Feb. § 
FIRST MEETINGS 
ANTHONY,  Galnsborough, 
23at2. Off. Rec., Lincoln. 
Herop Wiison, Coundon, nr 
Colliery Engineman. Durham 
Off. Rec., 3, Manor-pl., Sunderland 
BoorMAN, WILLIAM, Folkestone, Furniture 
bury. Feb. 23 at 11. Off. Ree., 
Canterbury 
Bourke, Ligvr.-Con. Nice, 
Court, Feb. 24 at 12. Bankruptcy-bldgs., 
w.c 
Conen, Lewis, and GLEDHILL, SAM, 
Manufacturers. Feb. 22 at 10.45 
Queen-st., Huddersfield 
COLLINS, JASPER, Oldham, 
Feb. 23 at 3. Off. Rec., 
Cooper, Henry, Coventry 
Feb. 22 at 11.50. Off 


WALKER, 


BARTLE, Draper. Lincoln 
Bishop Auckland, 
Feb. 22 at 2.30 


Canter- 
Castle-st., 


Dealer 
68a, 


Cambridge-sq., W. High 
Carey-st., 


Golear, Yorks, 
County Court-house, 


Potato Merchant. Oldham 

Byrom-st., Manchester 
Iron Merchant 

Rec., 11, Dale-st., Liverpool 

DICKINSON, ALBERT EpWakp, Leeds, Electrical Engineer 
Leeds, Feb. 23 at 11. Off. Rec., 24, Bond-st., Leeds 

GILSTON, RonertT ANDREW, Waddington, Lincs. Lincoln 
Feb. 28 at 12. Off. Rec., Lincoln 

GOODMAN, NATHAN, Middlesbrough, Draper 
Feb. 24 at 2.15 Off. Rec., 80, 
‘Tees 

HAyES, RoTHWweLL, Gray's Inn-rd. High Court 
at ll Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.4 

Hinpie, Jous, Blackburn, Traveller. Blackburn 
at 11.15. Off. Ree., 13, Winckley-st., Preston 

LEWIS, EDWIN CHARLES, Bournemouth, Wholesale Merchant 
Poole. Feb. 23 at 2. Law Courts, Stafford-rd., 
Bournemouth 

LisTeR, WILLIAM EDWARD, 
Wakefield Feb. 23 at Il. 
Wakefield 

LLOYD, FREDERICK WILLIAM, 
Bristol. Feb. 23 at 12 
Bristol 

LonD, ALBERT, Burniey, Electrical Contractor. Burnley. 
Feb. 25 at 11. Off. Rec., 13, Winckley-st., Preston 

MARTIN, Herpert, Walworth, Hawker. High Court 
Feb. 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs., Carey-st., W.« 

NERVA, DAvip, Birmingham, Tailor. Birmingham. Feb. 26 
at 11.30. 191, Corporation-st., Birmingham 

Palmer, W., Fulham, Builder. High Court. Feb. 
Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W. 

Pyne, FRANCIS, Shirland-rd., Paddington, 
Court. Feb. 23 at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., 
wa 


Middlesbrough 


Feb. 22 


Feb. 25 


Automobile Engineer 
Rec., 21, King-st., 


Wakefield, 
of 


Merchant 
Baldwin-st., 


Bristol, Cotton 
Off. Rec., 26, 


23 at 11. 


Dentist High 
Carey-st., 


Beds, Motor Engineer. 
Kedford 

Dealer 
Offices, 


W yboston, 
The Shire Hall, 
Mon., General 
County Court 


REEVE, STANLEY ARTHUR 
Bedford. Feb. 22 at 10.30 
Rose, Joseru MARK, Newport 

Newport Feb. 23 at 11.45, 
Dock-ast., Newport, Mon 
SALMON, JOHN Bisnor, Cathay, Bristol, Dairyman 

Feb. 23 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 26, Baldwin-st., 
SHAW, Hany, Burnley, Cotton Dealer. Burnley 
at 10.45. Off. Ree., 13, Winckley-at., Preston 
SHORTT, CHARLES KALPH, Sandown, I. of W. Newport 
Feb. 23 at 2.45. Off. Rec., 98, High-st., Newport, 
l. of W 
SMiTH, Henry, 
eb. 22 at 2.30 
THOMPSON, KEGINALD 
Gardener. Aylesbury 
Oxford 
TOWNSON, 
Off. Ree., 


Bristol 
Bristol 
Feb. 25 


Tredegar 
ardiff 
Bucks, 
Aldates, 


Pantywaun, nr. Dowlais, Glam 
Off. Ree., 117, St. Mary-st., ¢ 
ROWLAND, Great Missenden, 
Feb. 23 at 12 1, St 
JAMES, York, Farmer. York. Mar. 1 at 2.30. 
The Red House, Duncombe-pl., York 
WaLsn, Joun, and Scnorme.p, Harry, Blackburn, 
Body Builders. Blackburn. Feb. 23 at 11.15 
13, Winckley-st., Preston 
JANE AMELIA, Nelson, Lancs. Burnley 
10 45. Off. Rec., 13, Winckley-st., Preston 
WILLIAMS, ARTHUR JOHN, Ross, Hereford, Farmer. Hereford 
Feb. 23 at 2. 2, Offa-st., Hereford 
ADJU DICATIONS 


LEeW1s, and GLEDHILL, Sam, Golcar 
Huddersfield. Pet 


Motor 
Off 


Feb. 23 


Yorks, Woollen 
Jan 21. Ord 


COHEN, 
Manufacturers 
Feb 
Coorek, Henry, Coventry, 
Pet. Dec. 7. Ord. Feb. 11 
DANIELS, WILLIAM CHARLES, Beckenham, 
Croydon. Pet. Feb. 10. Ord. Feb. 10 
Davies, JAMES, Heswall, Chester, and 
CHARLES, Plumbers and Decorators 
Pet. Jan. 25. Ord. Feb. 11. 
Jones, Jounx, and Jones, JOUN 
Electrical Engineers [ruro. 
Feb. 9 
KyoTr, JAMES 
facturer 
Law, WILLIAM 
bridge. Pet 
MARSHALL, HENRY 
Grower. Brighton 
Moser, W. E., Putney. 
Ord. Feb. 10 
O'REILLY, DENIS GERALD, 
Bristol. Pet. Feb. 12. Ord. Feb. 12. 
Ropinson, ALFRED, the younger, and MARSHALL, 
JouN, Lavendon, Bucks, Boot Manufacturer 
ampton Pet. Dec. 23. Ord. Feb. 10 
Rover, WiLtiAM RicHaRD, Tarrington, Hereford, 
Hereford Pet. Feb. 11 Ord. Feb. 11 
SALMON, JouN Bisnor, Cathay, Bristol, Dairyman 
Pet. Jan. 21, Ord. Feb. 10 
SHORTT, CHARLES RALPH, Sandown, I. of W. 
Pet. Jan. 5. Ord. Feb. 12 
Bracey, HARRY ARTHUR, Maidenhead, 
Pet. Dec. 17. Ord. Feb. 11 
WALKER, Gueorce RipLey, Flimby, nor 
Agent. Cockermouth. Pet. Feb. 9. 


Iron Merchant. Liverpool 


Lamp sy cialist 


BRAIN, HENRY 
Birkenhead. 


Penzance, 
Ord 


RICHARD, 
Pet Feb iT) 
Middleton, Lanes, Manu- 
Pet. Jan. 10. Ord 
Hexky, Burwell, Cambs, 
Feb. 0. Ord. Feb. 9. 
RICHARD, Barnham, 
Pet. Feb. 10 

Wandsworth 


Rope 
Feb. 10 
Farmer 


WILLIAM, 
Oldham 
Cam- 


Wholesak 
Feb. 10. 
Dec. 23 


Sussex 
Ord 
Pet 


Somerset, Shipping Agent 


ERNEST 
North- 


Baker 
Bristol 
Ne wport 
Windsor. 


Dredger. 


Maryport, Cycle 
Ord. Feb. 9. 


Cyele | 


Woollen | 


Liverpool. | BAKER, OLIVER, Croydon, Cabinet Maker. 


High-st., Stockton-on- | 


| Coney, T. M., 


MUNNINGS, 
i 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec. 17, 1920. 
BALCHIN, StpNey WALTER, Fawkham, Kent, Baker. High 
Court Pet. Oct. 20. Ord. Dec. 13. 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 11, 1921 
Youne, WiLu1AM Josepn, Penygraig, Glam, Baker. 
pridd. Pet. Nov. 20. Ord. Jan. 6. 
ORDERS ANNULLING, REVOKING, OR RESCINDING 
ORDERS AND DISMISSING PETITION 
FREDERICK SOUTHWELL, H.M.S. Stoneate, Stepney. 
Court. Orders Annulled, Rescinded and Dis-’ 
Adjud. dated Oct. 9, annulled. Rec. Ord. 
dated Sept. 16 resc. Pet. Aug. 5 dismissed. Date of 
Annulment, Rescission and Dismissal Feb. 10, 1921. 


London Gazette—Fripay, Feb. 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALDWINCKLE, GEORGE, pe Baker. Canterbury. Pet. 
Feb. 15. Ord. Feb. 15 


Ponty- 


PIPER, 
High 
missed 


Croydon. Pet. 
Dec. 23. Ord. Feb. 15. 
BICKOVSKY! EMANUBL, Stratford, High Court. 

Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 
Broome, Georce WILLIAM ERNest, Erdington, Works 
Manager. Birmingham. Pet. Jan. 21. Ord. Feb. 14. 
Burton, J. Reep, Highgate-rd. High Court. Pet. Jan. 11. 
Ord. Feb. 15. 
CALVERT, O'CONNOR AND 
Merchants. High Court 
Buckingham-gate, 
Pet. Jan. 18 
Joun, Welford, 
Agent. Leicester. Pet. Jan. 1 
CULLYER, WILLIAM MATTHEW, Oxborough, Shepherd. 
King’s Lynn. Pet. Feb. 4. Ord. Feb. 16. 

DoveLas, HENRY ERNEST, Sunderland, Bookeeller. 
land. Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. Feb. 15. 
EDWARDS, —_. JOHN _—, Victoria-st. 

Pet. Jan. Ord. Feb. 15 
ELSMORE, ; a Matlock, Boot Repairer. 
Feb. 15. Ord. Feb. 15. 
EVANS, THomas, Carmarthenshire, 
Pet. Feb. 10. Ord. Feb. 12. 
DANIEL Blackheath, 
14. Ord. Feb. 14 
FLETCHER, LesiLizk JoseruH, Wisbech, and 
PERCIVAL, Wisbech, Potato Merchants. King’s Lynn. 
Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 
Gout, Bert, North Ormesby, Taxi Cab Driver. Middles- 
brough. Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. Feb. 15 
HARVEY, WILLIAM ORGAN, North Cave, York, Licensed 
Victualler. Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. 
Feb. 14 
HENRICK, 


E., Grocer. 


LEACH, Poultry, Cheapside, 
Pet. Jan. 18. Ord. Feb. 10. 
W., Manufacturer's Agent. 
Ord. Feb. 15. 

Northampton, 
Ord. Feb. 14 


High Court. 
COLLYER-BRIsTOW, 


Sunder- 


Derby. Pet. 


Farmer. Carmarthen. 


Caterer. Guildford. Pet. 


KIRK, JACK 


Birmingham, 
Ord. Feb. 14. 
Derby. 


MICHAEL, Acocks Green, 
Merchant. Birmingham. Pet. Jan. 26. 
Hewitt, Bavce DoMINIC, Broadstairs, Estate Agent. 
Pet. Dec. 30. Ord. Feb. 15 
Hinon, JAMES ARTHUR, Stepney, and Morris, SADIE, St. 
George's East, Ladies’ Wear Manufacturers. High 
Court. Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 
Hopns, Joun Tuomas, Horley, Surrey, Pe = Fuel Merchant. 
Croydon. Pet. Jan. 29. Ord. Feb 
Hopkine, Georor THomas, Mark-la., E.C 
High Court. Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 
Jounsoy, F. H., Dallington, Sussex, Farmer. 
Pet. Jan. 31. Ord. Feb. 16. 
LAVis, WILLIAM, Peckham, Butcher. 
Jan. 15. Ord. Feb. 16 
MOGILL, Gkorek CHARLES PIGGoT, Pall Mall. 
Pet. Oct. 20. Ord. Feb. 16 
MERRIFIELD, RACHAEL, Clydach, 
Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 
MERRIFIELD, WILLIAM, Clydach, Giam, Spelterman 
Pet. Feb. 16. Ord. Feb. 16. 
MITCHELL, DAviIp, Lower Clapton, ‘Insurance 
Court. Pet. Jan. 3. Ord. Feb. 16 
FREDERICK TANSLEY, Hastings. 
Jan. 26. Ord. Feb. 15 
O'Connor, D. J. H., Tufnell 
High Court Pet. Jan. 20. Ord. Feb. 16. 
Peers, Bastt, East Grinstead, Estate Agent. 
Pet. Nov. 29. Ord. Feb. 14 
PowErLL, Davip James, Grosmont, 
Pet. Feb. 1. Ord. Feb. 15 
SANKEY, ALEX, Gloucester-rd. 
Ord. Feb. 14 
SMITH, MORGAN 
Pet. Feb. 14 
STEVENS, JOHN 
runbridge Wells 
TEESDALE, J. LUND, Great Ayton, 
Pet. Dec. 7. Ord. Feb. 15. 
TOMLIN, ALICE, Wellclose-sq 
Ord. Feb. 14 
TOMLIN, STANLEY, 
Ord. Feb. 14 
WESTMORELAND, 


» Spirit Merchant. 
Hastings. 
High Court. Pet 
High Court. 
Glam, Grocer. Neath. 
Neath. 

High 


Pet. 


Agent. 
Poole. 


Park, Commission Agent. 


High Court. 


Mon, Farmer. Hereford. 


High Court. Pet. Jan. 13. 


THOMAS, Cwm, Mon, Fruiterer. Tredegar. 


Ord. Feb. 14 
Tuomas, Ightham, 
Pet. Jan. 10 


Sevenoaks, Farmer. 
Ord. Feb. 14 

York, Stockton-on-Tees. 

Pet. 


High Court. Jan. 13. 


Wellclose-sq. High Court. Pet. Jan. 13 


NORMAN, Bradford, Printer. Bradford. 
Pet. Feb. 16. Ord. Feb. 16. 

WOOLLEY, WALTER HAROLD, 
Truro. Pet. Feb, 12. Ord. Feb. 12 

WREFORD, SAMUEL, Hugginshayes, a pottery, 
Exeter. Pet. Jan. 17. Ord. Feb. 14. 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Hythe, ~~ Canterbury. 

astle-st., Canterbury. 

ASHCROFT, KENNETH H., Hemel Hempstead, Motor Engineer. 
Barnet. Feb. 28 at 11.30 14, Bedford-row, W.4 

BELL, JouN VINCENT, North Bar Within, Beverley, Electrical 
Engineer. Kingston-upon-Hull. Mar. 1 at  11.30° 
Off. Ree., York City Bank-chambrs., Lowgate, Hull. 

BICKOVSKY, EMANUEL, Stratford, E., Grocer. High Court. 
Feb. 25 at 11. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

BUTTON, JULIZ FRANCES, Long-row, Notts, Blouse Specialis. 
Nottingham. Feb. 28 at 12. Off. Rec., Castle-pit 
Nottingham. 


cut, Poultry Farmer 


Farmer. 


ALDWINCKLE, GEORGE, Feb. 25 


at ll. Off. Rec., ¢ 


Land | 


High Court. 


| SANKEY, 


Metal | 


CaLveRT, O’Connon & LEACH, Poultry, Cheapside, 
chants. High Court. Feb. 25 at 12, pnd 
bidgs., Carey-at., W.C. 

CROSSLEY, FRANK, Chesthem, Bricklayer. Manchester. 
Feb. 25 at 3. Off. Rec., Byrom-st., Manchester. 

DANIELS, WILLIAM CHARLES, Beckenham, Kent, Lamp 
Specialist. Croydon. Feb. 28 at 11.30. York-rd., 
Westminster Bridge-rd., 8.E.1 

Davies, JAMES, Clonsilla, Heswall, Chester, Plumber, and 
BRAIN, HENRY CHARLES, Plumber. Birkenhead. Feb. 25 
- ll. —" Off. Rec., Union Marine-bidgs., 11 Dale-st, 
JAverpool, 

EVANS, THOMAS, Penlan, Llangunnock, Farmer. Carmarthen 
Feb. 26 at 11. Off. Rec., Queen-st., Carmarthen. 
Every, EDGAR WILLIAM, Brithdir, Glam, oa Labourer. 
Merthyr Tydfil. Feb. 28 at 2.30. . Ree., 117, St. 

Mary-st., Cardiff. 

FARRER, DANIEL, Chilworth, Surrey, Caterer. Guildford. 
Feb. 28 at 12.30. 132, York-rd., Westminster Bridge- 
rd., 8.E.1. 

FLOREY, ERNEST HERBERT, Standlake, Oxford, Farmer, 
Oxford. Feb. 28 at 12. 1, St. Aldates, Oxford. 

HILL, ROWLAND GeEorGE, Eastgate Market, Glos, Market 

Mar. 1 at 11.30. County Court 
Offices, Gloucester. 


Gardener. Gloucester. 

Hinon, JAMES ARTHUR, Stepney, and Morris, Sapre, 8t. 
George’s East, Ladies’ Wear Manufacturers. High 
Court. Feb. 28 at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-t., 

rC2 


HorkinG, George THOMAS, Mark-la., E.C., Spirit Merchant. 
High (¢ ‘ourt. Feb. 28 at 11. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey- 

st., W. 

How ARD, Seam 8, Sheffield, and Howarp, Conrap Victor, 
Motor and General Engineers. Sheffield. Feb. 28 
at 12. Off. Rec., Figtree-la., Sheffield. 

Lamp, ERNEST, Ryde, I. of W. Newport. Feb. 28 at 3. 
Off. Rec., Midland Bank-chmbrs. High-st., Southampton. 

Mappox, ERNestT LonG, Forest Gate, Private Enquiry 
Agent. Chelmsford. Feb. 28 at 11.15. Bedford-row, 
wc 


Little Comberton, Worcestershire, Motor 
Mar. 8 at 11.30. 11, Copenhagen- 


High 
Carey-#t., 


PALMER, GEORGE, 
Driver. Worcester. 
st., Worcester. 

Peers, Bast, East Grinstead, Sussex, Estate Agent. 
Court. Feb. 25 at 11. Bankruptcy-bidgs., 
Wc, 

REMY, 
Kingston-upon-Hull. 


ieene WILLIAM, Kingston-upon-Hull, Greengrocer. 

Feb. 28 at 11.30. Off. Rec., 
York City Bank-chmbrs., Lowgate, Hull. 

ROGERS, FRANCIS, Barry Dock, Glam, Draper. Cardiff. 
Feb. 25 at 11.45. Off. Rec., St. Mary-st., Cardiff. 

ALEX., Gloucester-rd. High o= Feb. 2 
at 11. Bankruptey- bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2 

SWAINE, LILIAN, Leigh-on-Sea, thationer. Chelmsford. 
Feb. 28 at il. Bedford-row, W.C. 

TOMLIN, STANLEY, Wellclose-sq. High Court. Feb. 25 
at 12. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

TOMLIN, ALICE, Wellclose-sq. High Court. Feb. 
12.30. Bankruptcy-bidgs., Carey-st., W.C.2. 

WILKINSON, FRANK, Haslington, nr. Crewe, Commission 
Agent. Nantwich. Feb. 28 at 11.30. Off. Ree. 
9, Brook-st., Stoke-upon-Trent. 


25 at 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Servant. High Court. Pet. 


High Court. 


H., Highbury, Civil 

9 Ord. Feb. 15. 

Ourve, Hove, Club Proprietress. 

Dec. 31. Ord. Feb. 15. 

BICKOVSKY, EMANUEL, Stratford, High Court. 
Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 

CoLLins, Jasper, Oldham, Potato Merchant, Oldham. 
Pet. Dec. 21. Ord. Feb. 14. 

CROSSLEY, FRANK, Cheetham, Bricklayer. Manchester. 
Pet. Nov. 29. Ond. Feb. 14. 

DoveLas, Henry Ernest, Millfield, Sunderland, Bookseller. 

Sunderland. Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. Feb. 15. 
ELSMORE, JOSEPH, Matlock, o% Boot Repairer. Derby. 


Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. Feb. 15. 
Evans, Tuomas, L anes *k, Carmarthen. 
Guildford. 


E., Grocer. 


Farmer. 
Pet. Feb. 10. Ord. Feb. 12. 
FARRER, DANIEL, Chilworth, Surrey, 
Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 16. 
FLEeTcHEeR, Lestiz JoserH, Wisbech, and KIRK, JACK 
PERCIVAL, Wisbech, Potato Merchants. King’s Lynn. 
Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 

Govt, Bert, North Ormesby, Taxi Cab Driver. Middles- 
brough. Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. Feb. 15. 

HARVEY, WILLIAM ORGAN, North Cave, 
Licensed Victualler. Kingston-upon-Hull. 
Ord. Feb. 14. 

HERSCHHORN, FREDERICK, Great Tower-st. +. neral Merchant. 
High Court. Pet. Jan. 14. Ord. Feb. 15. 

Hrron, JAMES ARTHUR, Stepney, and Morris, SApDmg, 
St. George’s East, Ladies” Wear Manufacturers. High 


Court. Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 
HOPKING, GEORGE THOMAS, > a la., E.C., Spirit Merchant. 
Neath. 


Caterer. 


East Riding, 
Pet. Feb. 14. 


High Court. Pet. Feb. Ord. Feb. 
MERRIFIELD, RACHEL, Ctydsch, Glam, 
Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 14. 
MERRIFIELD, WILLIAM, Clydach, Glam, Spelterman. 
Pet. Feb. 16. Ord. Feb. 16. 
PALMER, WILLIAM RICHARD BuswELL, Fulham, Builder. 
High Court. Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. Feb. 16. 
PYNE, FRANCIS WASHINGTON, Paddington, Dentist. High 


Grocer. 


Neath. 
Court. Pet. Dec. 3. Ord. Feb. 14 

Roperts, JOHN, Montgomery, Farmer. Aberystwyth. 
Pet. Feb. 7. Ord. Feb. 10. 

SmrTrH, MorGAN Tuomas, Cwm, Mon., Fruiterer. Tredegar. 
Pet. Feb. 14. Ord. Feb. 1 

STOREY, WILLIAM, New Cross, Machine Tool Maker. High 
Court. Pet. Dec. 17. Ord. Feb. 14. 

WALNE, BERTIZ CORBETT, ipewtch, Engineer. Ipswich. 
Pet. Feb. 11. Ord. Feb. 11. 

WESTMORELAND, poate, Bradford, Printer. Bradford. 
Pet. Feb. 16. Ord. Feb. 16. 

WOooLLEY, WALTER HAROLD, St. Just-in-Roseland, Cornwall, 
Poultry Farmer. Truro. Pet. Feb. 12. Ord. Feb. 12. 








